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. Chandler's. Title. Page apprar' 

to have ſomething of. Singut afity at 
firſt fi ht, in gelcribing m me e under 
5 ei at Length, with which 


> WV yay 


Name appears before my own 


Pamphlet And by che Threatning, which comes 
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ä 
afterwards, of (a) paying leſs Compliment to my Pro- 
Fell. ion and Titles, I cannot but imagine there was 
ſomething of Sneer deſign'd by it; though it is not 
eaſy to diſcern its Poinancy. The Titles are ſuch 
as, Iaſſure him, I ſee no reaſon to he aſhamed of, 
and ſuch as, in gratitude to the Patrons to whom 
I owe them, I ought. not to conceal. But per- 
haps he meant, by way of Contraſt, to ſet a Va- 
lue upon himſelf for ſending his own Performance 
into the World under his bare Name, unadorned 
with Titles: And then I hope I may be allow'd 


without Offence, to wiſh him a long Continuance 


of that Satisfaction, 


I find he takes it much amiſs (b,) that I have 
uſed ſome Freedom of Expreſſion, and expoſed 


his groſs Miſrepreſentations of Fact, in Terms of 


Deteſtation and Abhorrence. But has not he been 
freer with much better Men? And when he makes 
no ſcruple, with the utmoſt Virulence, to aſperſe 
the Characters of Biſhops, Patriarchs, Confeſſors 
and Martyrs, thoſe to whoſe Names the Chriſtian 
Church has uſed to riſe with reverence: When he 
reviles the whole Body of the Clergy, as imperious 
and tyrannical, without Diſt inction of Times or 
Places: When he ſticks not to vilify our own 
Eſtabliſhment, under which he enjoys at leaſt as 
much Freedom and Indulgence as can conſiſt with 


Safety to ourſelves : Should I be tied up to Com- 


plaiſance and Ceremony, and afraid to rebuke his 


Indecency and Arrogance with a ſuitable Diſdain 


(4) Anſwer to Remarks, p. 5. (6) Page 4. 
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and Aſperity ? Yet whilſt I am careful to expreſs a 
juſt diſlike and abhorrence, I would by no means 
pretend to follow him in Rudeneſs and Scurrility. 
He has long ſince convinced the World of his great 
| Superiority in thoſe Talents: And he may, for me, 
enjoy his Pre-eminence without Envy. According- 
ly, I dare truſt it to the Judgment of any candid 
Reader, whether there is not a manifeſt Variation 
in my Stile, as the Occaſion varies ; and how- 


ever I may ſeem ſevere, where the Provocation is 
 grols and enormous, yet I have touch'd with a 


more gentle Hand on thoſe Miſtakes, into which 
he may have fallen with leſs Blame, and which 
are not ſo directly abufive to the Memory of 
great and valuable Perſons. Withal I muſt ob- 


ſerve, that when he explains my Quotation of 


that Text of Prov. x. 7, by inſerting the Names 
of Laud and Chandler, — that the Memory of the 
juſt (c) [Laud] will be bleſſed, when the Name of 
the wicked [Chandler] all rot, he gives ground 
to ſuſpect that he either cannot or has not lately 
read it in the Hebrew. For though the Word 
being ſingular in the firſt Clauſe, may juſtly be 
applied to Laud, agreeably to my plain Intention 
yet the Word in the latter Clauſe is plural, and 
cannot be confined to any ſingle Perſon. Accord- 
ingly, if I remember right, my Thoughts were 
rather directed to the Archbiſhop's Enemies in 
his own Time, who only were the Enemies that 
Limborch had in view; and of ſome of whom it 
is already verified, in that their Name is cover d 

F with 


50 (Page 3. 
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0b Dartieſi, did their Memorial is feriſped with 
then; and of others, in that their Names father 
ſtink than are embalm'd in Hiſtory, to ſhew the 
EFKeotteneſi of thöfe Principles by which they acted. 
Büt if Mr. Chandler chuſes to herd himſelf with 

. ſuch Company, he may have Solonion's Conſent to 
ſhare their Fortüne: And if it be à Curſe, (tho 
ſhould rather call it a proverbial Maxim) let him 
remember it comes from an inſpired Perſon, and 

who ſhall dare to pronounce that it is a () Curſe 
cauſeleſs ? PE) | 


He makes a heavy Complaint, (/) that I ſhould 
charge lim with a Deſign to decry and vilify all le- 
gal ERtabliſhnients of Religion, and requires me, 
2. would not be eftremed à falſe Accuſer, to point 
out afengle Paſſige of bis Introduction, from whence 
this can be iner à (g). Truly 1 am of opinion that 
I have ſpoken the general Senſe of his Realers up- 
on this Article. Can any legal Eſtabliſhment 
ſubſiſt without penal Sinctions, or at leaſt nega- 
tive Diſcouragetnents, and ſome Security given 
by its Miniſters, that they will nor inculcate, or 
romote cviitrary Doctrine? And are not theſe 
hings complain'd of by this Writer () a5 a great 
and grievous Perſecution? Can any Eſtabliſhment 
be milder thin Gür own in the preſent Situation? 
And yet does he not (%) complain chat rhe Diſſen- 
ters from it are perſecüted, becauſe they are not 
prefer'd? 
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Well, 


le] Auſtver, p 55. (/) Th. p. 5. () Ib. p. 6. 
4 dntrodutticn, p. 103. (i) Ibid. p. 89, go; '© 
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Well, but now at leaſt he thinks fit to ac- 
knowledge, that if an Eftabliſhment was made 
upon my goo Lord of London's Foundation, upon 
furh a greg, certain, uniform Rule of Faith 


and Practice, as could be embraced by all De- 
nominations of Chriſtians, he knows not a finglt 
Diſſenter in England that would be againſt it. It 
was ill done of this Author to bring my Lord 
of London's Name into a Controverſy with one 
of his Presbyters. But perhaps he had a mind to 
ſhew, that he is no more afraid to abuſe the 
Living than the Dead. 

That worthy Prelate has reckon'd (t) up a 
Number of important Points, in which all Chri- 
ſtians agree, and which, making an evident Di- 
ſtinction between them and Iafidels, do evince 
our Differences to be much leſs conſiderable than 
thoſe of the Philoſophers. This was material to 
be obſerv'd in anſwer to the Jnfidels or Deifts, 
who had urged the Differences among Chriſtians, 
as an Objection againſt the Certainty of the Chri- 
ſtian Religion, and ſetting it on the ſame Foot with 
Philoſophy. And this his Lordſhip calls a f d, 
certain, and uniform Rule of Faith and Practice, 
containing all the moſk neceſſary Points of Religion. 
But does he ſay, that theſe are abſolutely all that 
. are neceſſary, or that there are-none neceſſary be- 
ſides them? To ſay, that thoſe Points of Belief 
are the moſ# neceſſary, which diſtinguiſh us from 
downright Infidels, is not ſurely -inconſiſtent with 
ſuppoling that thoſe Points, which diſtinguiſh us 


| (A) Second Paſtoral Letter, p. 24, 25. : . 


enter into all thoſe Points, which do touch the Foun- 


Wis 

en Arians and Socinians, are neceſſary alſo, al- 
rhough not in the ſame Degree with the other, if 
* of Compariſon may be allow'd. |; 
His Lordſhip adds, that this Rule is in it/elf 

abundantly ſufficient to preſerve the Knowledge and 
Nactice of Religion in the World. But this is ſpoken 
of Religion qnly in a general View, and in Oppo- 
ſition to Philoſophy, which was no way able to 
preſerve it among the Bulk of Mankind. And 
can he be ſuppoſed by this to mean, that there is 
nothing farther neceſſary to the fuller Direction 
of our Knowledgè and Practice, and to the Sup- 
port of Chriſtianity as ſuch? Does he not rather in- 
timate the contrary, when he goes on, that as 10 
other Points, the People are not obliged tp enter into 
them, so LONG AS THEY DO NOT TOUCH THE 
FounpaTIons oF CHRISTIANTTV, NOR HAVE AN 
Ine.uz*ce veon Practice? Does not this a- 
mount to an Aſſertion, that the Reople are obliged ua 


dations of Chriſtianity, and bave an Influence upon 
Fractice? And are there not ſome Points of that 
Sort, in which all Denominations of Chriſtians do 
not agree? particularly the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
and the Divinity of our bleſſed Lord, and the Holy 

Spirit, which do ſurely touch the Foundations, of Chri- 
flianity, (as being the very Doctrines, into the Be- 
lief of which all Chriſtians are baptiſed) and baue 
an Influence upon Practice, as in other Reſpects, ſo 
eſpecially in a moſt material and important Part 
of it, viz. in directing to the proper Object of Re- 

ligious Worſhip. The practical Nature and Ten- 
deney 0 of 5 ering will be ſhortly ſet be- 
| fore 


4 


. 

fdre the World, by a very judicious Author, in 4 
Treatiſe now in the Preſs, concerning the Import- 
ance of the Doctrine of the Trinity. And my Lord 
of London's Opinion of it is evident enough, upon 
the whole, to clear him from any ſuch Deſign, as 
chis inſidious Author would fix * that ingle 
Paſſage. 

And if then his Lordſhip cannot be ſaid to 
reckon thoſe Points, in which all Chriſtians agree, 
to he the only neceſſary Points oſ Doctrine, much 
leſs can it be ſaid, as this Author here inſinuates, 
that he has propoſed them as a Plan for an Eſta- 
bliſnment (which was by no means the Point in 
view) or that it is unlawful for the Church to re- 
quire a Subſcription of her Miniſters to any other, 
This indeed, is what Mr. Chandler would ſcrew 
from it, ( by way of Inference: But let him re- 
member the Inference is his own, and if his Paſſion 
does not blind him, he will ſee Reaſon to ask my 
Lord of London's Pardon, for this abuſive * 
ſentation of his Meaning. | 

But ſuppoſe an Eſtabliſhment made upon this, 
which he unjuſtly calls my Lord of London's 
Foundation ; It may ſeem plauſible, indeed, ' that 
a Rule, -which could be embraced by all, ſhould be 
refus'd by none: And yet I dare ſay, there are 
many conſcientious Diſſenters in England, to ſay 
nothing of the Kirk of Scotland, who would ab- 
hor ſuch Latitude as this, ſuch a Scheme of 
Comprehenſion ; and even of thoſe who may 
ſeem now to approve it I make little doubt 


(4) IntroduBion, P. 104. 
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there would be ſome ſo obſtinate as to oppoſe it N 


for this very Reaſon becauſe it was eſtabliſh'd, 
Nor do 1 ſee, upon Mr. Chandler's Principles, 
how it could be juſtified, for putting Heathens 
and Deiſts under thoſe Diſſiculties, which muſt 
ariſe to the Impugners of a publick Eſtabliſhment. 
He who can blame Conſtantine (m) for putting down 
the Heathen Idolatry, and confining vs free F a- 
vours to the Members of the Church; who com- 


mends Julian's general Relaxation and Indulgence, 


(x) as the beſt Model of Government with reſpect 
to Religion, can be no very good Friend to the 
Eſtabliſhment of Chriftianity, even in the largeſt 
and moſt comprehenſive View of it. 


And if we add to this, what Liberty he uſes with 


Synods and Councils, thoſe venerable Aſſemblies 
by which the Faith of the Church is declared, and 
her Canons preſcribed; how he deſcribes them 
under odious Colours, to take away all ,Reye- 
| rence for their Decrees; how he charges them 
with Tyranny, for determining in Matters of 
Faith; how he ridicules the Art of Creed. making, 
as he (is, pleaſed to term it, and repreſents their 
Ceniures;to the Zxg/j/b Reader, under the invi- 
dious Phraſes of curſing and damning one another: 


A certain. Enemy to all religious Eſtabliſhments, 
by ſapping thoſe Foundations, without which they 
cannot ſubſiſt. | 


II. * 


(m) Auen lon Pa (0) P. 37 } 


he will appear no more a Friend to the Eceleſi- 
aſtical than to the Civil Authority, and therefore 


Bot ie is Time that oe proceed to the Diſpure, 
between Alerander and Ari. This Writer hall 
the Offence of Arius on the Novelty of his 
Expreſſions. I reply, I ds not merely the Novelty 
of tht Phraſe that gave Offence. This, he tells me, 
is impertinext; becauſe he had not ſaid merely (6). 
But if he did not ſay merely, he inention'd nothing 
elſe, and therefore it was fic I ſhould limit and qua- 
lify it with' the Word merely, and affign ſome far- 
ther Grotind of the Offencepwhich he cannot gain- 
ſay. 

He had likewiſe charged Alexander whh not be- 
ing able to bear Oppoſition; which, I think, is 
without Ground in the Hiſtorians: He now ſup- 
ports it from the Teſtimony of a nameleſs Pref- 
byter, who had whiſper'd ſuch a thing to Con- 
flantia. I was not ignorant of this Fact; nor 
can I think it ſufficient to ground a Charge of 
this Nature upon: For does the Hiſtorian men- 
tion it- with any Credit, or can it conſiſt with the 
Character we Have of Alexander, that he was (5) 
naturally mild and quiet, and 2 by repeated 
Atnionition, to reclaim Arius, and uſed fuch a gen- 
tle and candid Way of managing the ContFovetſy,' (q) 
as to incur the Blame of ſome People, for ſhewitg tod 
much Countettance to 1 Another Proof of his 

C 2 

{o) Luſev. P.- 8 (Ss) Cum Alexander Epiſcopus rigs 


turd leis & quierus aſſiduis commonitionibus Arium cuperet re- 
vocare. Rufhn. H. E. I. 10. c. 1. 
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' Imperiouſneſs is taken from his commanding or or- 
dering Arius to be of the fame Mind as to the Conſub- 
ſtantiality (r); which is but in other Words ad- 
moniſhing him to acquieſce in the Deciſion of the 
2 Council: And what could the Preſident of the 
ag Council do leſs, if he had been the moſt patient 5 
Man of Contradiction? It belong'd to him as Mo- | 
derator to enjoin Silence, or put an End to the 
| Diſpute: and, as Preſident, or Chief of the A.- 
 ſembly, to adviſe and admoniſh him to acquieſce 
in his Determination. This is no unuſual Import 
of zexefw in the Greek, as well as Fubeo in the La- | 
= tin: And fo Sozomen will agree well with what 
| muas juſt now quoted from Ruffinus, as well as with | 
Theodorit's Repreſentation of the Matter, who re- ; 
lates, (s) that before Alexander proceeded to far- | 
ther Severities, he endeavour d to move him by Coun- 
L el and Perſuaſion. And it deſerves to be remark'd, | 
that the ſame Word zv, is uſed, but in the 
= next Chapter, by the ſame Hiſtorian Sozomen him- K 
ſelf, in repreſenting Conſtantine's Letter of Advice to | 
0 
c 
6 


Alexander and Arius, which this Author has ſo much 
in Admiration. He adviſed, that leaving off Conten- 
tion about theſe Things, they ſhould agree, or be of the 
ſame Mind. Was this Imperiouſneſs with a Vengeance 
too! Till Mr. Chandler is better acquainted with ] 
the Propriety of the Greek Language, he would do } 
well to turn oftner to his Lexicon, and put on an 1 
0 
n 


Air leſs aſſuming and dogmatical. K 


| (5) P. 8. Ohe proves EneAcuIr. Soz. ibid. 
| ) ThoTor ur durdr Tera: r5e! eruraTo T5; nie- 
Tur xa} duuCrnais. Theod. H. E. I. 1. c. 2. *Agspives 78 
| Tigh aba Ages, ix At Hoe Sozomen |, 1. e. 16. 
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I have alſo repreſented Arius as a Perſon who 
had been excommunicated for ſiding with the Meli- 
tian Faction, before Alexander came to the See, But 
it ſeems I'm to be ſet right in this (2): And how is 
that? Why, it is allowed, that Arius had once Aided 
_ with the Melitian Party, but obſerved that he after- 
wards forſook it, and was ordained Deacon by Peter 
Biſhop of Alexandria, Agreed: and what comes 
next? That he was excommunicated by Peter, 
not for ſiding with the Melitians, but for reproving 
Peter upon account of excommunicating them. And 
was not this ſiding with the Melitians? As much 
as I am afraid ſome of our Diſſenters, if they ſhould 
come over to the Church, would ſtill be found to 
fide with the Diſſenters: eſpecially ſince the Hiſto- 
rian adds, that he would not reſt, or leave off 
to ſollicit his Biſhop upon this Head. However, 
it appears he was actually excommunicated for his 
turbulent and undutiful Behaviour, by one Who 
was afterwards honour'd with the Crown of Mar- 
tyrdom. His Rage at being diſappointed of 
the Biſhoprick of Alexandria, is mention'd indeed 
only by Theodorit (u): But Theodorit was a Man 
both of Judgment and Integrity; and tho? tis true 
he was of the Orthodox Perſuaſion, yet living an 
Hundred Years after the Time of Arius, he could 
have no perſonal Animoſity againſt him. So that 
his Account being no way inconſiſtent with the 
other- Hiſtorians, ' ought in all Reaſon to be ads 
raitted to ſupply their Defects. 
| IE Some. 
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Some Pages ohm this in Mr. Chandler's ant; 
are ewploy'd in diſputing about ſome Terms or 
Phraſes made uſe of by Alexander and Aris ; 
which being a Matter fit qnly tp be judg'd of by 
Scholars, I dare truſt them with judging, from 
what haye already ſaid in my Remarks, together 
with the Reſerences in che Margin. 


But it may be worth the while to expatiate a 
little i in the Confutation of the main Point he would 


| ſerve by ir, viz. that Arius męans the ſame thing 


with the Catholicks, becauſe (as this Author (Y) 


lays) be expreſsly denies the moſt vidios charges, 


being a better Judge of his own meaning, than either, 


the Council of Alexandria or Nice, beſides the E- 

gyptian Presby ters who join'd with Alexander. But 
what, ifhe had denied it afterwards? If a ſingle 
perſon, who appears in other inſtances to be factious 
and turbulent, to be rather credited in his own cauſe 


than three or four hundred Biſhops, of unblemiſh'd. 


Characters, who had no Intereſt to ſerve but theCauſe 


of Truth, before the Civil Powers had annex'd 


- their Favours to either Side of the Queſtion? Ar 
Alexandria the Matter was debated, with great 
Freedom, in a publick Diſputation: And can we 
then ſuppoſe, that the Council either could be ig- 
norant of the real ſentiments of Arius, or ſo baſe. 
as to charge upon him more than he aſſerted? The 


Fathers alſo at Nice, were gather'd- from ſuch di- 
ſtant Countries, that they cannot be ſuppoſed to 
be heated with any perſonal Prejudice; and they 


were ſo careful to examine Arius in n Perſon, and 
| take 


0) Arſwer, p. 14. 
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take his Opipions from his own Mouth, that there 
is no Roam to ſuſpect they ſhoyld either miſtake 

or miſrepreſent his Sentiments. 
But it ſeems the ſame nameleſs Presbyter, who 
ſ uggeſted to Conſtantia, that Alexander was guilty 
of partiality, (z) did likewiſe ſuggeſt (a) that Arius 
was injured by the Council. And what if he did > 
Muſt the ſecret Whiſpers of a ſingle Perſon, un- 
known and unapproved, be ſet in Oppoſition to 
the Judgment of ſo great a Number of Perſons of 
the maſt eſtabliſh'd Characters and higheſt Station 
in the Church ? Well, but our Author adds, that 
Sozomen ſeems to ſpeak doubifully of this matter him- 
ſelf, for after be bad been reckoning up ſome of the | 
moſt obnoxious opinions aſcribed to bim, be ſays. 
which 17 18 PROBABLE be ſaid () Truly, if 
Sozomen ſeems to ſpeak doubifully, it is only becauſe 
Mr. Chandler makes him ſeem ſo by a partial Ci- 
tation, and a fallacious Verſion. For the Paſſage, 
il quoted and tranſlated as it ought, is this: — So 
that he dared to publiſh in the Church,. what no one 
ever ſpoke before, that the Son of God was made of no- 
thing, and that there was a Time when he was not, and 
that be is by bis free Will capable of Vice and Virtue, 
and that be is a Creature and Workmanſhip ; and many 
other. things, which one who ſtood to theſe Points would 
be like to ſay, when be went on to Diſputation and the 
| Diſcuſſion of Particulars (t). Here is no Sign of 
| „ 2 Doubtfulneſs 


(z) Sozomen, I. 2. c. 27. p. 484+ 

(a) Socr. I. i. c. 25. 

(4) Anſwer, p. 14. 

(c) — Ns re verrien Fap iTige 4 arten Toke 
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Doubtfulneſs in the Hiſtorian, 23 to ci Points 
which he has mention'd: But a clear Intimation, 


that there were many other Expreſſions of a ſuita- 
ble Purport and Tendency, which he has not men- 


_ tioned. 


But to what Parpoſe i is all this teig . 
and Shadows, to prove Arius not guilty, when we 


have his Confeſſion of the Fact under his own 


Hand (d), and the main Points, viz. the Denial of 
the Eternity and Aſſertion of the Dependency of 


the Son of God, appear in that Letter to Alex- 


ander from Nicomedia, which is ſtill extant in Aiba- 
naſius (*), Hilary (e), and Epiphanius (F). There 


d \ 


UT a oy cu Swpivad al, — d. 4% Oer A du ov 
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r 1 Y Tos x7 A Curies. Sozom. H. E. L 1. Ind 


c. 15. p. 426. 
(4) Theod. I. 1. e. 25. appeals to his Writings for Proof. 


(*) — Twochoa!]e id ip beanpari aTpem]ov 1 b 
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es X29100 % aiavar a - 5 d T. dy oyras e- 
ry dele d 3% h,, N 725 Ale re PRETTY 


Fes, r zy, ve yeronSira— £8 3 rv aig — 


dhe % 8% Ts Tis den [5 IIarig.] Apud Athanaſ. 2 —_ 


Tom. 1. Par. 2. p. 729, 730. 
(e) Hilar. de Trin. lib. 14. col. $33, &c. Item Lib. 6. col. 


88:, &c. Ed. Bened. 


( f) Epiph. Hzr. 69. 5. 7, 8. Here are fabjoin'd the Names 
of thoſe who ſubſcribed the Epiſtle, of whom Arius ſtands 
firſt; from whence both Epiphanius and the Council of 
Ajuileia, (apud 8. Ambroſ. Tom. ii. col. 787, & in Epiſt. 10. 
Col. 807, Ed. Bened.) make no Scruple to aſcribe it to him as 
the Author and Penman of it, 53 


i OSS 3s W pry dn el. res Ia CAE hes? ot 


ES] | 
he and his Afociates profeſs to believe that the Fa- 
ther by his own Will made the Son to ſuhſiſt immuta- 
le and unchangeable, the perfect Creature of God, 
but not as one of the Creatures, — that the Son was 
created before times and ages, — that being begotten of 
| the Father not in time, and created and founded before 
the ages, he was not before be was begotten — for he is 
not eternal, — therefore alſo the Father is before ' the 
Son. To the ſame Purpoſe, but rather more 
broadly, he ſpeaks in his Thalia, which was a Book 
written during his Stay at Nicomedia; and con- 
demned by the Council as containing the ſame hete- 
rodox Notions (g). There again he has the follow - 
ing Expreſſions (5) Ve call him [the Father] 
unbegotten, becauſe of bim the Son] who is begotten 
according to Nature: We celebrate him as without 
Beginning, becauſe of him who had a Beginning : We 
worſhip him as eternal, becauſe of him who was born 
in Time,—God is inviſible to all, both the things which 
were 


(2) Sozom. H. E. I. 1. c. 21. | WEEN O18 

(5) ——"Aypirrſer. d aur pautr, Sid & Y o yarns 
Toy, Wo dvapyor drvurieper, Hia% deyiv Ex, cider 
J a+ oiBoper, did I oy yer yeyarra. —6 Oils Aber 
dracs, voie T6 Jie Tis, Y euro TH V16--idhors T6 Ale 
wmuive 6 Tits id div + watigg, ws His Riv i Telas 
der, Jö aug dx due Hi + wits dee Sites 
67 deu. EA 5% T xa] dc 5 Haſię, rt Zvaę x oc 
UTapye. eee, r 11 wovas . # J, 5 tx hv, el 


Unagte" brine yiv Tit wi WIG 6 alp Gt N 

aua 38 amy + Tldlies Te KM -a 8 5 TR 

F £aury deſar ix d - 33 3 3 dex dv Lxor, + dyaę- 

Xor, de Vir, $pareemonoet, ö ,h EAN ον’ ib Th 

Nu. Excerpt, ex Arii Thalia apud Athanaſ. ut ſupra, p. 728, 
729. 
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| were made by the Son, and 10 the Son himfolf, [wh6 
ſees him only} according to his Capacity, and as fa? 
423 may be. So there is a Trinity, not of equal Glory 


exiſted. Then therefore, the Son not exiſting, the F. 


ther is God. — It is impoſſible for bin [the Son} to 
ſearcb out the Father— for the Son inotus not his on 


Sub ſtance. ii is evident that that which has a Be. 
| ginning cannot poſſibly underſtand or comprehend tbat 


61 


— one [ Hypoſtaſis) is infinitely more glorious than 
another. The Father ts alien from the Son as 10 Sub. 


tance, becauſe he is without Beginning. Conſider that 


the Unity was: but the Dildlity was tot, till it 


which bas no Beginning, as it is, TI hope the Reader 
will receive thefe Blaſphemies with the ſame Horror 


as I write them: But Mr. Chandler's diſputing of a 
plain Fact has made it neceſſary to give fuch a Re- 


cital of them. | 
From whence then is it after all that nb en 5 


| fidenr, that Avius expreſely. denies the moſt invidious 


charges ? This he ſays he does both in bis letter to 
Euſebius of Alexandria, and in that confeſſion of his 


faith which be preſented to the Emperor (i). It is no 
ſtrange thing that a condemn'd Heretick ſhould. 


diſſemble lis Sentiments in order to get reſtored : 


And therefore it isallow'd that his Creed, preſent- 


ed to the Emperor, contains nothing but what, in 
the Form of the Expreſſion is agreeable to the Ca- 


_ tholick Faith, by which Means he gain'd the good 


Opinion of the Emperor, and Reſtoration from his: 


Baniſhment; though there were ſome at that Time 


who obſerv'd his latent — how by a different 
* 


(i) Luſwer, p. 14 


TH1 


Interpretation he reconciled thoſe Expreſſions to 
his former Sentiments (H). But ſure Mr. Chandler's 
Memory muſt fail him, or ſomething elſe, when 
he calls this an expreſs denial of invidious S 
ſince here is not a Word about them. 

Well; but how ſtands the Matter in the Retter 
to Euſebius (1) There indeed Arius complains, 
that he was perſecuted for not agreeing to the 
Word 4ywmreywit, and other Expreſſions of Alex. 
ander; and this Mr. Chandler now looks upon as 
good Evidence (m), and fit to be ſet in oppoſition 
to both the Councils (), tho“ formerly he ſuppoſed 
that Term to be only uſed by Arius as a Conſe - 
quence from the Biſhop's other Poſitions, and not 
any thing really maintained by Alexander, How- 
ever, amongſt theſe Fhings which Arius owns. tie 
rejected, there is Ground enough to fix his Her 
upon him: for there theſe Poſitions are reqecteti 
with the reſt (o), that the Son was always, and that 
Cod did not exiſt before bim by any imaginable Point 
of Time. Nor does he barely reject theſe Poſitions 
of Alexander, but proceeds to aſſerton the contrary, 
that the don was not, or did uos exi/t, before be was 
begotten or created, &c. (p) Which tho" it may 
ſeem to be directly levell'd againſt the Notion of 
ſome ancient Catholicks, who were uſed to 

cih Vid. Sorom. I. 2. c. 27. p. 485+ 10 64 

(1) Apud Th. I. 1. C, 5. 
(n] Anſw. p. 12. 
(n) Iutrod. p. 23, 21. 


A ò Ode, &es 0 df —3 ar tie, ir dr 


7 ν%,,jĩ ei 6 Ode T5 Un. 
(2) nei, yerenS3, for xd, 3 de, 5 $4406%e0bF, 23, 
77. * Epiſt. ad Euſeb. * ire N | 


1 18 1 4 wh 


i ſpeak of the Teoiacoors of the Son, or his coming 


forth out of the Father in order to create the 
World, and to call that by the Name of Genera- 


tion, before which they believed him to have had an 


eternal Exiſtence in and with the Father: yet withal 
it carries with it a Denial of eternal Generation 
alſo, or any Sort of Exiſtence without Beginning. 

And accordingly he goes on to acknowledge (4). 
that the true Ground of his Sufferings, was his having 
ſaid that tbe Son has 4 Beginning, and was made out 
of Nothing. So that this Epiſtle, which Mr. Chand- 
ler appeals to for the clearing of Arius, is of itſelf 
enough to prove him guilty. 

He has indeed inſerted ſome Expreſſions, which 
do, at firſt ſight, appear to bear a catholick Mean- 
ing, that the Son is Ts xgirey nt meh de, before 
Times and Ages, Things Ode, perfect God, eraaroia]es 

uncbangeable. But I have ſhew'd, in my Remarks, 
) that his Followers uſed the like Expreſſions in 

an evaſive Senſe, by the firſt Phraſe meaning 8 


before the Creation, but not from Everlaſting : 
by the ſecond, or ſuch as are equivalent, wy 


only a Title of Honour and Dignity freely con- | 


fer'd on him by the Father. There is reaſon to 
believe that the Hereſiarch himſelf ſpoke under the 

_ fame Reſerve ; and ſince Mr. Chandler thinks fit 
to deny it of him (), tho he ſays, he will not be 
* for all bis Followers; he ought to be re- 
minded 


esta. . — Arbe ix 6 8 fie—girr 
Eiraus, 8) iF 2x Wor ici. ibid, 
(r) Remarks, p. 13, 14. | 
Au. p. 15. 
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I 
minded that, till the Time of Aetius and Eunoni- 
#5, the Followers of Arius, were rather leſs groſs 
and offenſive than their Maſter, they refined upon 
his Hereſy, and approached nearer to the Doctrine 
of the Church. So that, if they could not approve 
of theſe Expreſſions, without a ſecret Reſerve, to 
evade their original and catholick Meaning, much 
leſs might it be expected from him to uſe or approve 
of them in any other Manner. Nay, it appears, 
from his own Letter to Alexander above-cited, that 
he meant nothing of Eternity, by being before Times 
and Ages, but only a Priority to the reſt of the 
Creation (); and that the Unchangeableneſs aſcribed 
to him was only meant to be confer*d, in a de- 
pendent Way, at the Free. will or Pleaſure, (u) of 
the Father. Nor is the Notion very different, as 
tis charged by Alexander (x), that he affirm'd him 
to be in his own Nature mutable, tho* by his great 
Care and Proficiency in Virtue, he ſuſtain'd no 
actual Alteration. And indeed, without ſome equi- 
vocal Interpretation of thoſe Phraſes, it would be 
impoſſible to reconcile Arius with himſelf, or make 
him appear uniform and conſiſtent in bis Dofrine, 
as Mr, Chandler pretends he was (y). So that theſe 
are not mere Suſpicions (as he calls them, and which 
he ſays are endleſs) but well-grounded Aſertions : 
| D 2 and 


(e) Hes xe x, red ald kT120 Uſe 9 * Ren 2100. 
(2) Tres, ili Sinner. ä 
(x) AMAR 9 dul re Ty xdvole olcios, id Tebrav 
z rtAN A x dounow u Y Ni z To xa. Alex 
andr. Epiſt. apud Theod. I. c. 4 P. 11. 
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| [0] 
and let our Author bring off Arius better if he 


n. 


One would chink indeed that there ſhould be 
little need of labouring to prove, that Arius taught 
what he was accuſed of: conlidering how warmly 
and how long his Controverſy was agitated in the 
Church. For can it be imagined the whole Chri- 
ftian world ſhould be ſo divided about nothing, that 
if the Differences had been only about a Word or 
two, and not a real and ſubſtantial Point of Re- 
Tigion, either ſo great a Number of good Men 
ſhould have agreed to purſue Arius both living and 
dead with ſo much Reſolution?” Or that Arius him- 
ſelf, and his Adherents ſhould be ſo obſtinately 
mad, as to maintain their poſitions to their own 
undoing, if they knew them to be contrary to the 
Doctrine of the Church, in Sound only, and not 
in Senſe? So that the Thing ſpeaks itſelf, and the 
Reaſon of the Caſe will not ſuffer us to doubt but 
it was a real Difference of Doctrine, and not merely 
a Controverſy about Words. 


III. 


We go on next to Conſtantine, who, as Mr. hand- 
ter inſiſts had diligently examined the riſe of the af. 
| fair, before he wrote his Letter to Alexandria. 
What Diligence he had uſed we have nothing from 
himſelf, or the Hiſtorians to teach us. And the' 
Greek Word ola ẽ,d does not import, that 

he had made a ſtrict Enquiry into Facts, by the 
8 — 4 
INE 


Ae, p. 17. 


[ 41 J 


Fxamination of Parties and Witneſſes, but only 
that he had weigh'd or confider'd the Matter in his 
own Mind, and therefore is more properly expreſ- 
ſed by Conſideration than by Examination : Which 
was the Correction I deſign'd in my Remark, and 
not that trifling one our Author apprehends, of 
which there is not the leaſt Hint given. 

He asks after this, how I will prove, that Con- 
ſtantia was ſo early the friend of Arius, as to have' a 
hand in writing this letter (u). Why; this I think 
it reaſonable to preſume (x), becauſe Euſebius is ſo 
early repreſented to have ſupported the Cauſe 'of 
Arius by his Intereſt at Court ; and 'as'we have no 
other Account of Conſtautia 8 bebig ever Otherwiſe 
affected than on the Side of Arius, (I mean in Point 
of Friendſhip to the Man, though perhaps not to 
his Opinions, when truly ſtated) it is much more 
likely, ſhe ſhould receive theſe Impreſſions from 
Euſebius, than take them up ſo late, as Mr. Chand- 
ler would have it, from a private Presbyter, confi- 
derably after the Council of Nice. 

Beſides this ſame Presbyter was not then new- 
ly come into her Family, but appears to have 
lived with her ſome Time before; and what 
ſhould hinder Euſebius from working by him 
at the Beginning of the Controverſy ? To this 
Purpoſe, as Socrates (y) relates how he ſug- 
geſted a Suſpicion of Partiality againſt the Council 
of gu ſo Sozomen (2) tells how he ſuggeſted alike 
| _ Suſpicion 

(a). Ib. p. 18. 60 a _Y See alſo Bay/e's 


Dictionary in voc. Aius, 'who 3 as an vori. 
fable Evique de Cour. 


( Soerat. I. 1. e. 28. (2) Sorom. La. 0 27. P. 


OY 


1 
Safpicion againſt Alexander, Mr. Chandler himſelf 
(a) obſerving it. This might probably be ſoon after 
the Cauſe went againſt Arius at Alexandria, ſome 
time at leaſt before the Council of Nice, for it 
could avail little to complain of Alexander after- 
| wards, nor did he long ſurvive it, Accordingly we 
learn from St. Jerom, that as other Hereticks had 
often uſed a female Intereſt, ſo Arius (b), in order 
to ſpread his Deluſions with the better Succeſs, had 
firſt gain'd the good Opinion of this Siſter of the 
Emperor. And if Philoſtorgius (c) deſerves any 
Credit, ſhe held ſuch Correſpondence with the 
Friends of Arius, either before or during the Time 
of the Nicene Council, as to adviſe and direct their 
Behaviour in the Matter of Subſcription. 
But he has one Argument to prove that Euſebius 
at leaſt could not be concern'd in it, becauſe Conſtan- 
tine was not at Nicomedia, when he wrote it. If this 


be true, yet ſtill it might proceed from the Impreſſi- | 


ons he had receiv'd before he left Nicomedia, which 
will anſwer my Purpoſe full as well as the other. 
But if Mr. Chandler does not deſpiſe the Aſſiſtance 
of the Latin Interpeter, perhaps he may be taught 
to tranſlate the paſſage he refers to better, and ſee 
| that there is no Intimation of his having actually 

left Nicomedia, but only that he was preparing for 
It, and hinder'd hy the News of the Differences ri- 
1. to ſuch ** I would render it therefore, 
* 5755 not 


(4) Anferr, p. 48. | (5) Arius ut orbem deciperet, Soro- 
rem Principis ante decepit. D. Hieron. ad Cteſiphont. 914 
43. Tom. 4. Par. 2. pag- 477. Ed. Bened. 

(e) Philoſt. H. E. 1. 1. c. 9. 

* Anſ wer, p. 19. 


[ 23'] 
not with Mr. Chandler — «« Having been lately at“ 


2 with Valeſius,.— ben I came lately to the 
City of Nicomedia, I bad deterinin d to go quickly into 


2 Eaſt: And as I was now forwarding (or preparing 
for) my journey 10 you, and was actually with you in 
the greater Part (i. e. in Mind or Affection: and 
not — had travell'd the greater Part of the Journey 
to you, as Mr. Chandler has it) the news of this affair 
has charged my Purpoſe. This appear*d to me to be 
the meaning, upon looking to the place in Socrates, 
(k) from whom Mr. Chandler quotes it. But when I 
turn'd to Euſebius () the Original Hiſtorian, I found 
it ſupported by the Authority of Yalefius (m) who 
approves this Interpretation of Tao He. in his 
Notes, and rejects that of Chriſtophor/on, which is 
the ſame with Mr. Chandler's, as abſurd and incon- 


gruous, 
It is with an Air of great Satisfaction Mr. Chand. 


ler obſerves that the Orthodox firſt brought in the 
puniſhment of hereſy with Death, which he ſays was 
B | * 


) nee, Emnedg Ty NMD,EE,. TAs, magzy;nuea as 
F £Gay HTeyounv Th . eν⁰it 5 vet du ndn, 
x) Td Nor ute, ow vin ovit, n Is ] S 
«&yYiria ee 73 tuTenwv * Aoyiopey ave airioer, Socrat. 
H. E. I. 1. c. 8. p. 18. Sozewen explains the Word g@4v Dor, 
by ewwwddCorre, 1. 1. c. 16. 8 
(/) Euſeb. de Vita Conſtantini, 1. 2. c. 72. 
(la Kat N Adore wiper,] Id eſt, animo & cogitatione. 
Animus enim major ac melior pars cujuſque eſt. At Chriſto- 
phorſonus majorem itineris partem intellexit, quod nullo modo 
ferri poteſt. Ir may be added, that this Way it its the Phraſe 
in the former Part of the Sentence, 1wery6punv Th tyydun, and 
it anſwers to St. PauPs mage Td red, 2 Cor. v. 3. and 


md aud]: ous * $1441, 1 Cor. ii. 5. 
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muas only made in terrorem. As I did before, ſo. * 


about the Duty or Right of the ſupream Powers to 


Subject there are Books already in being, which 


N 
Ve: we 
17 


Orthodoxy, was a thing as purely accidental as it 


* 1 3 4 - 
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ſuch Authority; and whether Conftanting's Severi- * 


ferences of Opinion, or were not rather inflicted on ( 
A civil Account; vix for the roſtraining of Incen- 


 Taifing Tusk urg Muay and Pure, 4 


a) 


an unnd ant tyranical law, (5) even ſuppoſing. it 
ſhall ſtill forbear to run into another Controverſy 


ſupport or enforce Religion by civil Penalties. But 
if this Author has a Mind to be diſputing upon that 


may be worth his conſidering. He may pleaſe to 
try his Skill upon Dr. Roger's Vindication F the civil 
Eftabliſhment, or upon Grotius de Imperio Summar- 
um Poteſtatum circa. ſacra, or upon Pufendorf*s 3 
Treatiſe de Habitu religianis Chriſt. ad vitam civilem. 
But as to Matter of Fact, I ſtill inſiſt that the Im- 
perial Laws of this Sort being firſt on the Side of 


- => VF 7F IX Tx. © CO ney 


=> 


— Þ 


was that the firſt Chriſtian Emperor ſſ ſhould be him- 

ſelf Orthodox. 
And yet whatever be ſaid of the Orthodox being ni 

firſt in this Practice, with the Imperial Authority 

on their Side; it might be worth. enquiring, whe- 

ther the Arians were not beforehand with them, to. 

raiſe Perſecution in another Method, and without | 


ties after all were meant properly to puniſh any dif- p. 


diaries, and preſerving of che publick Peace. Cen- . 
tain it is that Alexander complain d. grentiy of Hrins * 
and s Mhenents, heſore the Council of Mee, as ( 


FEST ©. Y 
| him, and that in time of Peace, (c) and mitimates 
as if he was in Danger of his Life, and ſome of the 
Catholicks did actually loſe their Lives by their 
Means; (4) and this not meerly by ſecret Practices, 
but by open Violence, for he deelares he could not 
forſake the Catholick doctrine, though they ſhould 
attempt to diſtreſs him by Tortures; (e) and whics 
ther ĩt were that the Magiſtrates at that time were 
in the Arian Intereff, - or that he was accuſed” of 

feign'd Crimes of another Nature, or that they 

made the moſt of every Advantage to harraſs and 
teaſe him with vexatious Suits, againſt the Scrip- 

ture Rule, not to go to La before Unbelitvers: 

tis evident he complains farther (/) of his be- 

ing brought into Couris of Juſtice by the Inſti- 
gation of that Party, and of their expoſing Chr 
ſtianity in ſuch Conſiſtories. From hence it ix 
no wonder, that Aba naſius (g) ſpeaks of him as 


(0 races nuiv n nutozr , N i ννv= ire yelen- 
rec. Alexand. Epiſt. apud H. E. I. 1. c. 4. p. 9. - duof- 
u nu ou envy 70. df iv a7ols, £72 Ye e2]es- Ibid. 
p. 19. 
100 „ ine ,da, Wap! 3, Y i WF 
Thid. 

(e ———Tay 5 u e aura [Piyudle] CiaToula . 
17 oy eee ixb res, & x quad Baddvoy dabei, ry 25 5 
ce AN 4 Wes fis ilch, Ibid. 1 

Y -K n a inas eta corytoivrer St weh. 

&.s uudtkegioy eTdX[ay > iᷣ H rνν. ut ſupra; pr gs — 
wo + Xexr1ay19/pdy, n wi Hpoots Sravvegles, 7 
&m Mor ome); gi. p. 19. 
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a | Confeſior for what he ſaffer'd from theſe Men 
And it deſerves. our obſervation, that Conſtantine 
' himſelf, in his letter to the Nicomedians, where he 
gives his reaſons for baniſhing Euſebius and Theog- 
nis, deſcribes Euſebius as the Promoter of {yranni- 
cal cruelty, to which the Slaughter of Biſhops had 
been owing, and the moſt grievous Perſecution of 
other Chriſtians; (b) and who with Theognis, the 
companion of his Madneſs, though they had been 
kindly ſpared by the Council, did ſtill continue to 
patronize and encourage the Scditious. (i) From 
all this there ſeems to be ſome Ground to Affi irm, 
that whatever Outcry has been made againſt the 
Orthodox as the firſt Perſecutors, yet the Arians 
were really before them, and that the Laws of 
Conſtantine themſelves were properly made with ail , 
civil View, to repreſs their Infolence, and ſecure WW c 
the publick Peace. In like manner afterwards, let a1 
any one compare the conduct of the Catbolict and BF a1 
of WF tc 
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= Toves, xaiTor Yeewr wy Tanpeiras — Athanaſ. ad Epilc. R 
Egypt. & Lyb. Vol. I. p. 292. Ed. Bened. C 
(b) _ Evo i nανανο 6 © Tuggyinns & ud; nr0g CUP * 
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7 —T70 d 14M TOTLTY TY Xerrta!rar dint Jiaß- ſo 
pn liv Bot. Conftantin. Epiſt. ad Nicomedienſes apud Theod, | le 
Hit. Eccl. I. 1. c. 20. p. 49, 50. tr 

(i M Deoyoris ov © dvolag Axe uomo iy. — or 


4 Me ot xahoi Te Y dyavot eie nero, 5s daat 5 5 
Ends d AI Se, Tec ur, revnę ien 8 voy ener 
[Alexandrinos ſeditioſos] ital., aß tewTols ij 04A 
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AH; 
of the Arian Princes ; and he will ſoon perceive on 
which Side the Charge of Perſecution lies: Since 
the forrner did little elſe but what was neceſſary in 
Point of Self. Defence, whereas the latter were 
guilty of Outrages and Violence, equal to any 
Examples of Heathen Tyranny (. | 

And indeed there can be little doubt but the 
proportioning of civil Penalties is ſtrictly a Que- 
ſtion of a civil Nature: And though it concerns 
the Magiſtrate in che firſt Place to be well aſſur- 
of the truth of that Religion which he is to ſup- 
port, yet when ane his private Judgment is ſatiſ- 
fied on that Head, the Sanctions by which he ſhould 
ſupport it are adjuſted by political Conſiderations, 
and ſhould be diſcreetly calculated for the ſecuring 
of the publick Peace, and the general Good of the 
Community. It is not therefore the being of ſuch 
an Opinion which properly makes a Man puniſh- 
able by ſuch Laws, but the Diſturbance he gives 
to the Community by declaring and acting upon 
ſuch Opinion, eſpecially if he be induſtrious togain 
Proſelytes, and draw off others from the eſtabliſn'd 
Religion to his own Party. And this makes it the 
Concern of the Eſtabliſhment, to ſee that the 


J Miniſters or Publick Teachers of Religion, do give 


ſome Security or Aſſurance of their own Sentiments, 
leſt by advancing contrary or inconſiſtent Doc- 
trines, they become the Inſtruments of overthrowing 


or unſetling thoſe which are eſtabliſfid. But it is 


E 2 enough 


() See Bp. Burnet's Preface to his Tranſlation of Lacfantim 
4 Moribus * b. 28, 29. | 


* 28 1 
enough jar me to ſtate the Matter of Fact, and lea\# 

it to others to aſſign the Reaſon or End of it. i 
l havenothing more upon the Head of Conſtantine, 
but to acknowledge that, when I ſaid his () Sangui- 
nary Law againſt thoſe who ſhould conceal any of Arius's 
Books is mention'd only by Sozomen, I had overlook'd | 
the Mention of the fame thing in Socrates, As 1 
never pretend to be infallible, ſo whenever I am 

am ſhewn my Error, I hope I ſhall not be back-_ 
ward:to retract it: But ſince I did not deny the Fact 
as atteſted by one Hiſtorian, it can be little Mr. | 
Chandler gains by my now admitting it as affirm'd 
by two: And if it will do him any Service he may 
Pleaſe to add Gelaſius Cyzicenus for a third. 


IV. R 
He inſiſts (o) with great Petulancy, that he has 
proved his Point againſt the Council of Nice, that 
they were an Aſſembly of Perſecutors, &c. But ler the 
Reader compare him with my Remarks, and ſee 
how he has proved it, whether he has not ſtrain'd a 
dubious Expreſſion, to overthrow the general Scope 
and Tenor of his Author, whether he has not wreſt- 
ed what was ſpoke of the Zy/ebiau Party to the Pre- 
judice and Defamation of the Council. He thinks 
he has done graciouſly in allowing me, that ſome 
were remarkable for their Gravity, patience under 
ſufferings, modeſty, integrity, eloquence and other 


vir lues (p). And wbal (lays he) would you have more? 
Why; 


(n) Remarks, p. 18. | 
e Auſwer, p. 23. ( Ilid p 24. 


* 
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Why; 1 tell him plainly what I would have 
more : 1 would have this acknowledg'd not (as he 
puts it) of SOME eniy in a VAST COLLEC- 
TION, but as the Hiſtorians clearly and incon- 
teſtably deſign'd it, of the Generality and Body 
of the Council, I would have them quoted as fully 
and diſtinctly for the Commendation of the Coun- 
cil, as they are for the Exception made to ſome of 
its Members. I would have it obſery'd in what 
ſtrong and affectionate Terms the Hiſtorians have 
deſcribed them () As an Army of God muſter- 
ed againſt the Devil, gather'd by the ſpecial Wort of 
God, —4s a great Crown or Garland of Prieſts, com- 
poſed and adorn'd with the faireſt Flowers, connected 
in the Bond of Peace, and dedicated by Conſtantine 
as @ devout Teſtimony of his Gratitude—as having 
many among them adorned . with the Apoſtolical 
: Chriſmata, and many Confeſſors who bore in their 
Body the Marks of the Lord Jeſus —as being @ Crowd 
of Martyrs gather'd in one Place, a divine and mo- 
morable Aſſembly, a Divine Choir, &c. (c). Let Mr. 
Chandler add theſe Characters to the reſt under the 
Author's Names in as particular a manner as he has 
aggravated that which ſeems capable of an invidi- 
ous Turn : or he will hardly be acquitted from the 
charge of ſtifling Evidence. I am glad however to 
| Obſerve, that he is now content to reckon Zuſebius 
among thoſe who ſpeak the moſt favourably of them (5), 
which is directly contrary to what he had faid in 


7 Euſeb. See Remarks, p. 19, 20. | 
(r) Theodorit. See Remarks, p-. 24, 25. | 
(s) . p. 23. 


by, 
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2 to 15 (i). | 


He charges me with ſophiſtically ſoftening (u) a 
paſſage of Sozomen by inſerting as it were— Many 
of the Prieſts came as it were to contend, whereas, he 
ſays, here was no as it were, but real Spleen and 
Enmity. Bat whether he or I be r ght, let the 
Original decide 4. VF ior aeryudror dyori- 
radu. That fame 2ZE, to my Apprehenſion can 
mean nothing leſs than as it were: And if Mr. 
Chandler could have made any thing better of it, 
ſurely he would have obliged us with ſome other 
Interpretation. But he choſe to leave it out entire- 
ly, and give it no Place in his Tranſlation, and 
then has the Aſſurance to charge me with Sopbiſtry, 
becauſe, I have not dropp'd it too. 

This Paſſage relates to the private Conteſts 
that were managed between ſome of the Mem- 
bers of this Council. And this Mr. Chandler 
will ſtill infiſt on as a proof that many of them 
were Men of paſſionate, quarrelſome, and revengefull 
Spirits (x). I think I had ſaid enough in the Re- 
marks for a Reply to this Objection. But to. be 
more diſtinct J obſerve, (1.) That this does not af- 
fect the Bulk or Majority of the Council, but a 
Part only, and how many they were, neither Mr. 
C. nor I can pretend to ſay exactly. By the Accounts 
of Ti heodorit and Sozomen, it cannot be certainly ar- 
* that any of the Biſhops, who * had Votes 

in 


09 Intredu8ion, p. 101. 0 Anſwer, p. 25, 26, 
ix) Anſwer, p. 26, N | 


[ 3t = 

in · the Akembiy, were concern'd in promoting ſucli 
Accuſations. Sozomen ſays, they were cancel off 
liter, many of the Prieſts (y. Theodorit ſays, (z) 
pinams x Shports Av Hygdarſe od Außen rde, 
that litigious Men libelled ſom? of the Biſhops, tho 
what Conſtantine ſays aftetwards of hiding the Of- 
fence of a Biſhop with his Purple, ſeems to im- 
ply, that ſome Biſhops were concern'd in promo- 
ting theſe Accuſations, And ſince Euſebius (a), 
who is the original Hiſtorian, makes the Biſhops, 
or Tis ouvid\s $29iÞegt to be engag'd on both Sides 
of the Conteſt, I am content to admit, that ſome 
of the Biſhops themſelves did offer Libels of this 
Kind. But what was done only by a Part, and 
perhaps a very ſmall Part in Compariſon, cannot 
in Reaſon be made an Objection to the Council in 
. the groſs. (2.) That it is likely theſe Accuſations 
were not all of one Tenor or Degree of Impor- 
tance, There might be ſomie Matters fit to be 
debated, when yet the Litigants on both Sides 
were worthy and good Men: and it is hard if eve- 
ry Degree of Difference and Animoſity ſhall be 
thought enough to denominate a Man guarrel/ſom 
and revengeful, eſpecially ſince it was their firſt 
Opportunity of being heard by a Cbriſtian Empe- 
ror, who by the Apoſtle's Precept were not allow'd 
to bring their Cauſe before Unbelievers. I would 
not have Mr. Chandler advance fuch Doctrine of 
the utter Unlawfulneſs of all Contention for his 
own Sake. 8. ) That they ſhew'd their Chriftian 

F Spirit 


O) Soz. 1. 1. c. 17. | (5) H. e 10. 
00 Euſeb. de Vita Conſt. I. 3. c. 13. | 
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Spirit i in laying aſide theſe Miſunderſtandings up- | 


on the Emperor's Interpoſition, and joining with 
the greateſt Unanimity and Affection afterwards. 
And, (4.) That the ſame Hiſtorians, who give 
this Account of their Diſagreement, had notwith- 
ſtanding the greateſt Eſteem for the Nicene F athers, 
and have ſpoke of the Council in the general, in 
Terms of the greateſt Reſpect and Veneration, 


| J had charg'd Mr. Chandler with being wrong in 
repreſenting them (5) to have begun to accuſe each 


other, after the Emperor had exhorted them to Peace. 


This he ſupports * from Euſebius, who gives an Ac- 


count how the Emperor made a Speech to that 
Purpoſe at the Opening of the Council, and after 
that the Biſhops began to accuſe, &c, The Fact 
indeed is true, as it is thus generally related, but 


it ſhould be more particularly ſhewn, what thoſe 


Differences were which the Emperor had- then in 
view. And they were not any private Conteſts a- 
mong the Biſhops, but the publick Differences of 
rhe Church, concerning the Arian Controverſy, 
and the Time of Eaſter, which he lamented ſhould 
remain in that State of outward Peace which the 


Church enjoy'd under a chriſtian Emperor. But | 


the Exhortation to compoſe their private Diffe- 


rences came afterwards, when he kindly mode- 


rated between the contending Parties, exhorted | 
them to mutual Agreement, order'd their ſe- 


veral Libels to be burnt, and put a full End to 


their Contentions. It is ſaid indeed by Socrates | 


(4, 


* Anſwer, p. 28. a 


0 Remarks, P- 26. 
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a), ( which Mr. Chandler has not noted,) that 
the Emperor, in his Speech at opening the 
Council, beſides his Exhortation to adjuſt the pub- 
lick Differences of the Church, adviſed them withal 
to lay aſide their private Miſunderſtandings: But 
as nothing af this Kind appears in the Speech itſelf, 
which is recorded by Euſebius (e), and from him re- 
cited by Sogomen (f), ſo Socrates ſeems here to have 
confounded two different Exhortations, and joined 
em in the ſame Speech. At leaſt Mr. Chandler can 
gain nothing by the Obſervation, becauſe the ſame 
Hiſtorian (g), in order to give a Handle for the 
Emperor to touch upon that Subject, relates how 
the Plaintiffs deliver'd in their Pe: itions to him the 
Day before, and conſequently did not begin their 
Accuſations after his Advice. 


Wbat he ſays of Sabinus and Socrates (a) has ſo 
Une Semblance of Reaſon, that I ſhould think 
the meaneſt of his Readers may be truſted to an- 
ſwer it themſelves. Sabinus, he ſays, appeals to 
Euſebius for the Truth of this that many of the 
Council were ignorant: But whence has he this? 
Socrates tells us that he call'd Euſebius a Faithful 
| ned and therefore blames him for not agreeing 

| F2. „ bd * 


0 kz] I h ing guss, W 1 3 
rag AH ue, Socrat, H. E. I. 1. e. 8. p. 21. 

(e) Euſeb. de Vit. Conſt. 1. 3. c. 13. 

J] Sozom. lib. 1. c. 19. N 
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with Euſchius, which carries no 0 Intimation that he 
quoted from him i in this Particular. Ay! but are 
you ſure that the Orthodox —have ſuppreſs's 4 10 Part 
e the Character given by Euſebius? What if I am 
not? Does it lye upon me to prove a Negative? 
Or, ought not Mr. Cbandler rather to give Proof of 
the Affirmarive ? ? This however I am ſure of, that 
Euſebius has given an honourable and reſpectful 

Character of the Memhers of this Council in the 
? general, and therefore I cannot ſuppoſe he would 
write any thing elſe ſo contradictory to it as to 


ſupport the Charge of Sabinus, ef) ſpecially when S q. 


binus himſelf has not, as far as I ſee, faſten'd. it 
upon him! What he adds of Socrates, that 
his allowing them 1 be inſpired i is a confeſſion of their 
Ignorance, © is either a groſs Abſurdity, or a groſs 
Fallacy. If he means Ignorance in compariſon of 
divine. Knowledge, ſuch [gnorance as mult be at- 
tendant upon humane Weakneſs, it is beſides the 
Purpoſe. And if he means Ignorance in compari- 
ſon of humane Knowledge, or Faculties inferior to 
other Men, his Aſſertion is too palpably abſurd 
to need a Confutation. I ſhould be glad to know 
his Thoughts of the Inſ piration of 9 80 and 
St. Paul. 

Aſter this Mr. Chandler skips over twelve 
Pages together in the Remarks , as (0) not in the 
leaſt (he ſays) affecting the Truth of bis Hi ſtory, and 
in which therefore be has no Concern. But | thoſe 


Pages contain —an Anſwer to his ſcoffing at this 


Opinion of Inſpiration. —An TSP upon 


Herden 


0% Arwer, p. 29. 
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his partial Repreſentation of the Character the 
Hiſtorians have given of the Council. An Ac- 
count of the Subterſuges of the Arians, and the 
Orthodox defence of the Terms uſed by the Council, 
which he had miſrepreſented. And laſtly, An 
Anſwer to the Explication he had brought from 
Euſebius of the ſame, as not declaring the full 
Mind of. the Council, but accommodated only to 
a preſent Purpoſe, Thefe are Points of no little 
Moment in the Arian Controverſy, and if he thinks 
he has no Concern to vindicate his own Aﬀertiong 
about them, he muſt be content to leave me in 
Poſſeſſion of mine. 

One Obſervation however he thinks fit to ſub- 
Join (c), That if the Council had intended the Peace 
of the Church, they ought to have made the Creed 
as wide and extenſive as they could, (i e. they ſhould 
have ſecyred the Peace: of the Church, by ad- 
mitting ſuch Differences of Opinion as would have 
deſtroy'd_ it) and not ta have inſerted the maſt. ex- 
ceptionable Phraſes they could invent, as they aftual- 
ly did, and which (ſays he) with all your winding 
and Paul; jad you have not diſproved. Alas for wind- 
ing and twiſting! But if the Reader looks into 
the Remarks which he has skip'd over, he will 
ſee that the Winders and 7 wiſters were thoſe of 
the Arian or Euſebian Party, who gave ſuch 
lippery Explications of the Phraſes propoſed, 
that no Forms were tight enough to hold them: 
He will ſee that they very unreaſonably objected 
to the Church the uſing a unſcriptural Terms, for 

the 


le) Alen, p. 30. 


1 
che explication of the Catholick 'Dodtrine, whilſt 
they made no Scruple, on their own Part, to uſe 


Expreſſions the, moſt contrary to Scripture, for the 


aſſerting, and {ſtating of their Hereſy : He will ſee 


that the Terms of the Church were, in their Senſe 


and Meaning, equivalent to thoſe of Scripture, 
that they were approved by the Practice and Uſige 
of former Times, and that, at this Time eſpecially, 
the Uſe of them was made unavoidable by the 
wicked Subterfuges of the oppoſite Party, which 
had found Means to evade the plain and obvious 
Senſe of Scripture, and accommodate the Lan- 


guage of the Holy Ghoſt to their own Prejudice | 


and impious Herefy. Our Author had given ſo 


different a Repteſentation of this Matter, and had 


pretended to take ir from the ſume Epiſtle of Arba. 
fur from whence” T have ſtäted it, that it will 

be impoffble for bitti 5. NE either a Hiſto- 
t, or his own Integrity, whilff he ſo ligh 2 
over a Matter of fact” Impottunce. e 


Pp am next tb be convinc'd of my W 
cee %, and ſhewn how I have burat my Fingers 


| by dabbling in Ecclefiaſtical Hi tory... But let us look 


into the Cafe, and ſee whoſe Skill in Criticks will a- 
bide the Teſt, and whoſe Fingers are burnt neareſt 
the Bone. MI. Chandler had: faid (i), that at 
laſt all the. Council fu ſcribed the Creed, except five 
Biſhops. 1 objected to this; that of thoſe five, there 


were only three at 22555 (and I. think I might have 
ſaid 


(b) „ e e, n 
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ſaid but two) that refi uſed to fign the C onfubſttan-- 
tiality 93. the otber two, vix. Euſebius of Nicome- - 
dia, and T heognis of Nice, did adtualiy ſubſcribe it, 
and only. rejected the Anathema's ſubjoin'd (k). Mr. 
Chandler () now confirms his Aſſertion by the? Au- 
thority of Socrates (m), who mentions five by their 
Names, viz. Euſebius of Nicomedia, Theognis of 
Nice, Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica, 
and Secundus of Piolemais, who did not receive the 
Creed, but objected againſt the Word Conſubſtan- 
tiality, and argued againſt it, and affirms that the 
two firſt of them in particular were baniſh'd, tho? | 
they ſubmitted and gave in a Retractation aſter- +4 
wards, But had he taken in and rightly weigh'd 4 
the other Hiſtorians, he would have ſeen that So- & 
crates here mentions at once, and in a ſummary 
Way, the Facts that occurrs in ſome Courſe of 
Time, and omits ſome Incidents that fell between. 
'There is no doubt but they all ſtood out againſt | 
the Creed for ſome. Time, but not throughout. F 
Sozomen (n] is expreſs, that Eu/ebjus and Theognis | 
neither conſented nor ſubſcribed to the Depoſition - 
of Arius, though they did agree to the Form of the | 
Creed. Mr. Chandler pretends to have a Scheme 
for reconciling this with his Opinions: But fince he | 
is not ſo kind as to communicate it, we muſt paſs 
it over with the old Rule, De non apparentibus & — 
non exiſtentibus eadem eft ratio, If his friend Philo- ; 
| fforgius (o) deſerves any Credit, it muſt be when 


he accuſes the Chiefs of his own Party, viz. all | 4 
except k 4 


(I) Remarks, 50 Anſwer, p. 31. 10 Soer. 1. 1. c. 8. P. 23. 4 
() Sozom. I. 1. e. 21. ) Philoſt. Lt. * 1 | 
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Creed deceitfully. Theodorit goes further, and ſays 


vere included in the firſt Sentence of Baniſnment. 


Pbdiloſtorgius (r) relates a circumſtance which is 


he ſpake thus to Euſebius : — Euſebius, you have 
fubſeribed, that you might eſcape Baniſhment : but 1 


_ſon given for it by the Emperor (5) was becauſe 


| comedenſes rad Theol. l 1. e 20. Þ 51. 


1 


except Theonds and Secundus with tubſcribiig che 


there were none but thoſe two that refuſed to ex- 
communicate Arius (p). But in that he ſeems to 
exceed the Truth, ſince Euſebius and Theognis are 
ſaid to have done the ſame. However this is cer- 
tain, that neither they nor Maris of Chalcedon, 


For the Synodical Epiſtle (9), written to the Church 
of Alexandria, mentions Theonas and Secundus and 
no others, as ſent into Baniſnment. And here again 


worth Mr. Chandler's Notice, becauſe it is the on- 
ly Arian prophecy that I remember to have met 
with; that as Secundus was going into Baniſhment, 


truſt in God, that in a Year's Time you will be ba- 
niſbed likewiſe, This, it ſeems, fell out to him and 
Theognis accordingly in three Months, and the Rea- 


they continued to abett and encourage the Authors 
of Sedition. After this, in the third Year of their 
Exile, they wrote to the principal Biſhops that E- 
piſtle which is recited, though before its Time, in 
another Chapter of Socrates, in which they ſet forth, 
(not for the Time preſent, as Mr. Chandler ſeems 
1 by 
00 Theod. I. 1. c. 7. p. 26. 6 


(% Apud Theod. I. 1.c.9. p. 30. & Socr. I. 1. e. 9. p. 28. 
.() Philoſt. I. 1. c. 10. (:) . Epiſt. Conſtant, ad Ni- 


N 


to take it but for the Time paſt (H. that tes bad 
fu aſcribed the Creed, but not the Alaibemaliſm, 
which they refuſed, #0f as finding any fault with tb 
Creed, but not believing Arius to be ſuch as he was. 
repreſented, And then they go on that if the 
Council bad been ſatisfied with that (viz; ſo as not 

to inſiſt on their ſubſcribing the Anathema's) yer 
now they did no longer reſiſt, but agreed to thoſe things 

that were decreed, (viz. both to the Creed and the 
Anathema's) and by this prefent Writing did teflify 

their full conſent ; not becauſe the Exile was grievous | 
to them, but becauſe they were deſirous to remove all 
Suſpicion of Hereſy. Had our Author look'd into 
Valeſius's Notes (u), he might have feen Socrates 
cortected, in this particular, and the other Hiſto- 
rians produced to ſet him right. It would become 
4 Man that talks of burnt fingers, to make ſurer of 
his Point, and not think his Buſineſs done, when 
he finds a ſingle Paſſage in one Hiſtorian that ſeems 
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e. 14. P. 44. Vid. & Valeſtii Annot, in locum. Vid. & 80 
I. 2. c. 16. & Valeſii Annot. ibid. 

(#) TTivJe 5 uber. Imò duo tantum Epiſcopl, Theorias & 
Secundus Fidei Nicenæ ſubſcribere recuſarunt, I. Valeſ. An- 
not. ad Socr. |. 1. c. 8. Nullum his ordinem ſervavit Socrates, 
| Revocatos enim dicit ab Exilio Euſebium ac Theognium pridg 
pene quam in Exilium miſſos eſſe dixoret. Rect ids itaque 'So- 
z menus, &c, Idem ad I. 1. © 14- 
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to favour him, till he has nd; *J and compared 
all the Circumſtances of theCaſe,and the Teſtimony 


of the other Hiſtorians. 


"I Cont antine's Advice to the Biſhops, at the Cloſe 
of the Council, to maintain Peace, and not— Envy, 


nor carry #bemſetves haughtily, Mr. Chandler calls 


a plain Demonſtration that he—was no Stranger 10 the 
Pride and Hanghtineſs that influenced ſome, and the 


Emvy. and Haired that adtuated others (a). T charge 


him upon this, with making ill. natured Suſpicions 
paſs. for plain Demonſtration (b). He replies, that as 


| _ - Conſtantine had been a witneſs to their quaryels, () 


— bis advice was funded not on Suſpicion only, but 
plain Demonfiration. But who ſees not that the State 


Sf the Queſtion is here alter'd, fince the Point is 
not, upon what Conflaniine's Advice was founded, 
(fer which there might be bett-e reaſons then either 
Mr. Chandler or I know of) but whether the Advice, 
as it appears, be any. Demonſtration of what this 
Author would infer from it. And even thoſe Dif- 
ferences he mentions have been already ſhewn co 
argue nothing to the prejudice of the Generality or 
Body of the Council. The low Wit he aims at, a- 
bout the Enterta inment and Preſents which the 
Emperor gave the Biſbops at parting, is below my 
Notice. Nor am I at all in Pain for the Account he 
gives (d) from Limborch of this Synod; for though 
Limboreh be his e he is none Kn. nor is 
this 
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this Paſſage of equal Weight with his Character of 
Layd, becauſe it is liable to o greater reg of 


Partiality, 


J have omitted one thing which our Author 
charges upon the Council, namely, the buſineſs” of 
Prieftly Celebacy, (2) to which he fays they were 
moſt of them Well-wiſhers, and that the parting wit 
their wives was oppoſed by Put one Perſon(/);and yet it 
ſeems that one Perſon met with not only a Majority 
to join him, but the whole Council to a Man, (g 
fo chat whatever might be moved and debated 
among them at firſt, yet the Council _ 3 
clear from this 2 alſo. TEAR 


V. Y 

Mx. che ſtill, infiſts, that the Reaſon given 

by Euſebius for Subſcribing the Condemnation of 
Arius's poſitions, is inconſiſtent with his own Prac- 
tice in Subſcribing the Creed, becauſe there were 
Unſcriptur al Words in both, But I have a Right to 
inſiſt in my Turn, that my Anſwer is good, that 
he charges Diſturbances on the one, and not on the 
other; and that he obſerves this remarkable Dif- 
ference between them, that the one were of freſh 


Date, and juſt brought into the Church, whereas 
the other were authorized by the Uſage of Ancient 


Times. A good deal has been ſuggeſted both in the 
c „ Oaacd * 
75 Sf,” P- 23. (F) id. p. 20. 


e) nasche des tener cν Tois i. 
Abe. Socrat. H. E. I. 1. c. 11. N ont. 1 
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Remarks and alſo in theſePapers, for the Clearing of 
this Point, under the Head of the Council of Nice. 
And a great deal more might be ſaid, if I were kere 
enter into the Merits of the Cauſe, But as 1 only 


Account ſor the Reaſoning of Euſebius, enough has 
hom ld to Vindicate his N ſo far as this, 


VI. 


We come next to Athanaſius, in reſpect of whom 
the Firſt Article brings a general defamatory Charge 
of Seditions, Myrthers, Cruelties and Burning of 
Churches, without any Specification of particulars, 
or Proof offer'd, Can this be reckon'd Evidence 
enough to convict a Patriarch of an Eſtabliſh'd 

Character? eſpecially when it is moſt notorious, 
wo unjuſtly theſe his Enemies accuſed him after- 
wuards in many inſtances, ſome of which were pro- 
bably the Particulars intended at this Time. Nay, 
but it appears (ſays this Writer) that the Emperor 
found the Evidence againſt bim ſtrong, in that be wat 
Gt a loſs what deciſion to make (d). A ſpecial Proof 
that the Evidence was ſtrong. What Pity it is that 
a Man, who ſeems to have ſome capacity for Rea- 
ſoning ſhould be ſo far captivited by his Prejudice, | 
as not to.perceive the Weakneſs of this Conſequence, | 
which any honeſt Cohler might have ſpied for him 
What! frong Evidence of Murther, and Sedition 
and Burning, and not know what to decide! This MM to 
could never be the Caſe ; But as the charge was | 
black and heavy, though without Proof, and the 
Emperor at a a diſtance from the Place of Actjon, 
Rey recejving 


(0 40 p. 36. 


Tn 

receiving his Accounts only by Epiſtolary Corref- 

ndence, this might put him to a ſtand for awhile, 
eſpecially ſince Athanaſius in his turn charg'd his 
Accuſers alſo with Crimes, though not of the ſame 
Nature, yet ſufficient to leſſen the Credit of their 
Accuſation. 

But to this our Author ſays, Ridiculous ! (e) 4 
though to recriminale was to juſtifie one's ſelf. Why 
truly I did not mention this Circumſtance, only for 
the defence of Athanaſius, (who in this Caſe ſeems 
to need none) but to ſhew the partiality of Mr.Chand- 
ler, in aggravating the charge which was brought 
againſt him by his Enemies, and concealing that 
which he offer'd againſt them. And yet the thing 
is not without it's "Weight, fince that Pts 
will deſerve but little credit, if not otherwiſe ſup- 
ported, which comes from Perſons of ill Fame and 
Chara&ter. And it ought to be remember'd, that 
the charge brought againſt them by Athanaſius, 
was not a looſe, ungrounded Report, like theirs 
againſt him, but rather a Recollection of - ſuch 
Particulars as the Emperor muſt know alrea- 
dy. The firſt Thing he mentions was plain 
Fact, that the Melitians were irregularly ordain'd, 
becauſe they were ordain'd in Schiſm; though 
Mr. Chandler perhaps may think that no Irregulari- 
ty. As to the next thing, their heterodoxy in the 
Faith ; though they were in the beginning oppoſite 


to Arianiſm, yet it is intimated by Sozomen, that by 
long 
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long converſing with the 4rians, they fell at length 
into their Sentiments. And the laſt thing, that 
they were highly injurious to the Orthodox, Was a 
Matter that could need no Evidence, ſince Hiſtory 
i full of it. | 
The Emperor however hoped to compoſe the 
Difference. hy commanding Athanaſius to ſer open 
his Church Doors, and admit all to his Communi- 
oh. And this Mr. Chandler mentions as another 
Proof that the Emperor had. ſtrong L Jof the | 
Crimes charged upon him. I know not with whoſe | 
Spectacles he looks upon it: But to me it appears, 
if he had been a Murderer he: ſhould have had no 
Church to open, no Power of admitting to Com- 
munion. So that this Circumſtance is really an 
Argument that there was no Evidence. 

Phe good Biſhop ſoon convinced the nN 
that the Rules of Church Diſcipline would not ad- 
mit ſuch Latitude: And what did his Enemies do 
then? They pretended to convict him of Sedition 

in two Facts; upon which Atbhanaſius was forced to 
go to the Emperor, and being clear'd of both, was 
diſmiſs'd with an honourable Teſtimony. 
but ſays Mr. Chandler (+), Nun bave but very * 
belp'd bim out of the Scrape, by telling your Reader, | 
that he clearly defended himſelf againſt two other A. 0, 
'enſalions, "which I did not. ſo much as mention. Bit a 
why did he not mention them? Was it not becauſe 
his Acquirtal from theſe Crimes. was a conſequen- 
tial Diſproof of the reſt, as coming from the fame 
Enemies? Would they have ſpared him in the 
| other Fardeulart, if they « could have fourid Proof? 
Surely 


Sf «bp. _—_— (4) Mid. p. 35, 36. 
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Surely it was ill contriv'd to ſend theſe Accyſations 
which could not be proved, if they had others that 


could: and well might Conftantine give no Credit to 
the reſt of their Calumnies, when in theſe Particu- 
lars, as himſelf atteſted, he found him ſo invidiou/ly 


accuſed. ; 


It was great Partiatity in Mr. Chandler, to arelare 
from Philoſtorgius the Story of the Woman's Sub- 


ornation at the Council of Tyre, without taking no- 


tice that it is directly contrary to the Relation of 
an elder Hiſtorian, who is. followed by two others 
afterwards. But that he ſhould perſiſt in it (a), 
and offer to defend the Account, when the Arti- 
fice has been detected, is ſuch an Inſtance of in- 
flexible Perverſeneſs, as one can ſcarce expect to 
meet with, but in one who is incapable of all Con- 
viction, and abandon'd to believe a Lie. Philoſtor- 
gius is not charged with Partiality, merely becauſe 
be was an Arian, but for the plain Falſehood of 

many Facts related in his Hiſtory, as might be 


Place proper for that Matter. 


The Charge of Irregulartity on Athanaſius's 
Ordination, has ſo little Semblance of Truth, that 
tho'-it was objected at the Council of Tyre, in a 
clamorous Way, yet it appears not to have found 
any Credit with the Aſſeſſors themſelves, who ven- 
tur'd not to proceed to a Sentence of Depoſition, 
till the Biſhops they had ſent into Egypt were re- 
turn'd ( b): And then, tho? they inveigh largely a- 

| ga inſt 

(% P. W 37. 00 Vid. Sozom. I. 3. c. 6. p. 438. 


ſhewn in a Variety of Inſtances, if this were a 
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n him in che general, for his Non- -appearatice 
at firſt, and then for his Behaviour at the Council, 


which they pretend to reckon among the Grounds 


of his Depoſition , yet they name none of the 


Crimes which had been alledg'd as the Foundation 
of their Sentence, belides the Report which was 
then brought of the broken Chalice. And when 
heſides all this want of Evidence on one Side, Mr. 
Cbandler rejects the plaineſt Evidence on the other; 
firſt of the Council of Alexandria, whoſe Aſſeſſors 


could not but remember the Fact, and then of | 


Gregory Nazianzen, whoſe Candour and Integrity 
place him above all Suſpicion, notwithſtanding this 


pat s reproaching him as an Athanafian Perſe- 


cutorꝰ; beſides his being own'd and acknow- 
ledg da as a regular Biſhop, by thoſe who were the 


iricteſt for diſcipline ; ] have no more to do, but 


ro appeal to the Judgment of my Readers, and 


expect they will not look upon the Regularity of 


his Ordination as a Matter * * 


MI. Chandler 60 had allow'd, that Athanaſo us 
clear'd himſelf from SOME Crimes. I charg'd 


him with Partiality (b) in that Acknowledgment, 


becauſe I apprehended there was no Crime objected 
from any Colour of Proof, from which he did not 
clear himſelf, The Council (as was ſaid) thought 
not fit to name any of theCrimes that had been laid 
hefore them, as the Ground of his Depoſition, be- 
ſides the 3 of the broken FOG the Report 
whereof 


® Anſwer, p. 39. (=) Introduftion, p. 3. 
(8) Remarks, p. 50. | l Wn 


bel 


C 47 ] 


whereof was brought from Egypt after he was gone. 
And if they were at a Loſs for Matter, *tis n 
if this Author ſhould find any that will fick. 
Mr. Chandler had added, that as ſo others be PA 

fired more Time for his Vindication. I remark'd up- 
on (c this, tbat I am at a Loſs to find any thing like 
this in the Hiſtorians. He produces now thoſe Words 
in Sozomen (d), Mg ets emanialiv ien nrnoere 
But the Words have a different Aſpect as they are 
uſed by the Hiſtorian, and as they ſtand in Mr. 
Chandler's Introduction. From the reſt of the Uſage 
which Athanaſius meets' with from this Author, one 
would ſuppoſe he meant to ſuggeſt that as to theſe 
Point he had no Means of Vindication, that from 
them he did not clear himſelf. But Sozomen (e) cer- 
tainly allow'd that firſt or laſt he clear'd himſelf 
from all, and relates that he was declared innocent of 
every Accuſation by the Councils of Rome and Sar- 
dica. He ſuppoſes the Council of Tyre itſelf brought 
nothing to Conviction, and that the Malice of his 
Accuſers was ſo evident in ſome Inſtances, as 
might juſtly diſcredit their Information in the 
reſt, If Mr. Chandler will take Sozomen through- 
our, and not ſuppoſe a Delay intended for the ſhif- 
ting off of Juſtice, I am ready to clear him from 
Fiction in this Inſtance. ' But I obſerve farther, to 
the Point, that as Sozomen wrote after Socrates, 
ſo from the Word M made uſe of by both of 
them, I incline to think that Sozomen, in a haſty 
View, might miſtake that for a Delay of Atbana- 

H us, 


(e) Remarks, P-5l, . () Sozom- I. . c. 25. p. 480. 
(v) Son. I. 3. £410, 11, 12. e 


Ter. = 
gainſt him in the general, for his Non-appearatice 
at firſt, and then for his Behaviour at the Council 
which they pretend to reckon among the Grounds 
of his Depoſition , yet they name none of the 
Crimes which had been alledg'd as the Foundation 
of their Sentence, belides the Report which was 
then brought of the broken Chalice. And when 
heſides all this want of Evidence on one Side, Mr. 
Chandler rejects the plaineſt Evidence on the other; 
firſt of the Council of Alexandria, whoſe Aſſeſſors 
could not but remember the Fac, and then of 

Gregory Nazianzen, "whoſe Candour and Integrity 
place him above all Suſpicion, notwithſtanding this 

8 FE s reproaching him as an Athanaſian Perſe-. 

cutor * ; beſides his being own'd and acknow- 
jedg'd as a regular Biſhop, by thoſe who were the 

ſtricteſt for diſcipline ; ] have no more to do, but 
to appeal to the Judgment of my Readers, and 
expect they will not look upon the Regularity of 
his Ordination as a Matter of Uncertainty. 
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Mr. Chandler (a) had allow'd, that Athanaſius 
clear'd himſelf from SOME Crimes. I charg'd 
him with Partiality (b) in that Acknowledgment, 
becauſe I apprehended there was no Crime objected 
from any Colour of Proof, from which he did nor t 
clear himſelf. The Council (as was ſaid) thought ſo 
not fit to name any of theCrimes that had been laid th 
hefore them, as the Ground of his Depoſition, be- v 
- ſides the Affair of the broken Chalice, the Report 
whereof 
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wher cof was brought from Egypt after he was gone. 


And if they were at a Loſs for Matter, tis 1 85 
if this Author ſhould find any that will ick. 
Mr. Chandler had added, that as 10 others be 4 


fired more Time for his Vindication. I remark'd up- 


on (c this, that I am at a Loſs to find any thing like 
this in the Hiſtorians, He produces now thoſe Words 
in Sozomen (d), . vel nl ien örneir 
But the Words have a different Aſpect as they are 
uſed by the Hiſtorian, and as they ſtand in Mr. 
Chandler's Introduction. From the reſt of the Uſage 
which Athanaſius meets with from this Author, one 
would ſuppoſe he meant to ſuggeſt that as to theſe 
Point he had no Means of Vindication, that from 


them he did not clear himſelf. But Sozomen (e) cer- 


tainly allow'd that firſt or laſt he clear'd himſelf 
from all, and relates that he was declared innocent of 
every Accuſation by the Councils of Rome and Sar- 
dica. He ſuppoſes the Council of Tyre itſelf brought 
nothing to Conviction, and that the Malice of his 
Accuſers was ſo evident in ſome Inſtances, as 
might juſtly diſcredit their Information in the 
relt. If Mr. Chandler will take Sozomen through- 
our, and not ſuppoſe a Delay intended for the ſhit- 
ting off of Juſtice, I am ready to clear him from 
Fiction in this Inſtance. ' But I obſerve farther, to 


the Point, that as Sozomen wrote after Socrates, 


ſo from the Word . made uſe of by both of 
them, I incline to think that Sozomen, in a haſty 
View, might miſtake that for a Delay of Atbana- 

H ſius, 
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| fs, which Socrates imputed to the Connell, rela a 
ting, in the Caſe of the broken Cup, that when th! 4 
Accuſers fail d in their Evidence, or fell ſhort of b 
the Purpoſe, the bearing ibe Cauſe was deferr'd, Wl ; 
"till ſome ſhould go to Mareotis, Cc. (f) This b 
certain, as was obſerv'd in the Remarks, that 4. / 
_ thanaſius himſelf objected to that ä a8 an x 
unreaſonable Delay of Time.” te 
The three bert Article of my Remerks Mr. i | 
Chandler paſſes over as being nothing to the purpoſe, f. 
but producing (a) Athanaſius and Theodorit again ;; 
#he plain aſſertions of the Council: and he is not frau 
_ to iruſt it with every impartial Man, who are mij d 
_ worthy of Credit. I agree that any impartial Man, iſ q 
who has conſider'd theſe proceedings, may hav Wl x 
the Matter truſted to his Judgment. But have I d. 
not quoted Socrates and Sozomen, as well as Atbans BI v 


ius and Theodorit, and that in plain Matters d 
Fact, which they were as fit to relate, as they 
could be to deliver the Pr of the Counci 
itſelf? The firſt of theſe Articles relates to the 
Clamour of the Multitude before the Council, 
which ought no doubt to have been check'd, and 
ſhould hv no Weight farther than the Proofs ap- 
pear'd. The ſecond relates to the Flight of A4ths 
naſius, which, as the Facts evince, was not taken 
vithout the utmoſt 1 and then was not fly 
| ing 
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And though theſe have come to us through the 


a 10 

ing from Juſtice, but appealing to it. The laſt 
relates to the Breaking of the ſacred Cup ; and this, 
had it been true, I think might have been paſſed 
over with leſs Noiſe and Tumult, but it was then 
proved by many Arguments to be falſe, and ſo 


declared to be in the Epiſtle of the Council of 


Alexandria (b), and in another of Conſtantine (c). 


Hands of Athanaſius, yet he cannot be ſuſpected 
to have forged them ſo ſoon after the Date, when 
it muſt have been eaſy to detect and expoſe the 
Fallacy, by the Evidence of many living Witneſ- 
ſes concern'd in the Affair. But it is ſo far from 
this, that their Teſtimony is confirm'd by the 
Councils of Rome and Sardica, which after a ſe- 
date Examination of the whole Matter entirely ac- 
quitted Athanaſius, as all the Hiſtorians inform us, 
Nay and after all two of the very Biſhops that were 
deputed to ſearch into this Affair, viz. Valens and 
Urſacius, did Fourteen Years after acknowledge, 
under their Hand at Rome, the Falſehood of all 
that they had charg*d on Athanaſius in the follow- 
ing Terms. (d) Foraſmuch as it is certain that we 


(5) Epiſt. Synod. CEE pad Athanaf yo I. p. 133. 
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bave formerly inſinuated by our Letters many grievous | 
things of the Name of Biſhop Athanaſius—we do 


Profeſs-— that all things that have come to your Ears 
about the Name of the aforeſaid were falſely inſinuated 
by us, and are of no Force, And though they 
afterwards retracted this Retractation, yet it is re- 
markable they made it of their own Accord unask- 
ed and unrequired, without any Appearance of 
Force or Compulſion to extort it from them. () 


But now we come to the Point, in which this 
Author thinks he has me, at moſt Advantage, and 
towards the Cloſe of which he adviſes me, with a 
fingular Air of Triumph, to meddle no more with 
Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtory, but to take care and remember 
SOZOMEN /). Let us then enter the Liſts for this 
terrible Encounter, and perhaps I may give him 
ſomething to remember beſore I have done, I will 
venture at leaſt to meddle with Eccleſiaſtical Hi. 
ſtory once more, to ſrew how this Author is got 
out of his Depth, and how much better he had 
conſulted his Credit, if he had never meddled with 
it at all. I have in my Eye the Concluſion of the 
Council af Tyre, when the Emperor highly reſent- 


rag the ner of their Proceedings againſt 
; . Alana. W 
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que antehac ad aures veftras pervenerunt de nomine prædidi | 
falſa 3 nobis eſſe in ſiauata atque omnibus viribus carere. Apud 
Hil. F ragm. Col. 1297. A. D. 349. Eadem enfant Græce apad 
Mthanaſ. Apol. contra Arianos, p. 176. 


le) Vid. Athanaf, Hiſt. Arianorum ad Mon. p. 360. Ed. Ben. 
(V Auſver, p. 43. 
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Athanaſius, and required their Appearance before: 
him at Conſtantinople. Mr.Chandler admits the Fact, 
but adds , that when Euſebius and others laid the 
whole Matter before him, the Emperor alter d bis Sen- 
timen's, confirm d his Depoſition and baniſb d him into 
France. And fince our Author is ſo much offend- 
ed at my calling his Truth and Honeſty in queſtion, 
I hope he will be better pleaſed if I ſoften the 
Charge, and impute his Miſtake to Temerity and 

Want of Judgment. 

I ſhew'd on the contrary, both from Theodorit 
d) and Socrates, (e) (and they are ſupported by the 
Council of Alexandria (f) itſelf, appealing to ſome 
of their own Body as preſent witneſſes, the ſame 
Five Perſons without doubt whom Athanaſius men- 
tions (g) by their Names) that the Biſhops who went 

; to 
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Introduction, p. 33. 


(a4) O. 3 Dvd, x) 78 N ix you . ve 

Jobb, Tas cp ies ouxogerlias xiliamor. Lea a 
5 md gar., nneanmnivas N Ah,. 7 ere * - 
Auoey. Theod. H. E. I. 1. c. 13. 


(2) 'Ouxirt e Ilorneis xdeay3)@ i 1 reelle © # etui. 
«01431 (Tnow Year Twi agncer dN om brhegy 

Nope Sraforily* K. T. A. Socrat. H. E. I. 1. c. 35. "> 
Jos *EugiCroy avreaForles Jiagd au Ad 
Stor, UT U TA C Tue Sevas ule, wap curly, wah 
oiry 3 45 TAO tToxie—Tobre Tives  * 13s troy 
he D Adar, axntiact / Carinias C. Epiſt. 
Syn. Alex. apud Athanaſ. Apol. contra Arianos. 5. 9. p. 132. 

(2) Ibid. 5. 87. p. 132. Socrates has by Miſtake mention'd 
four of theſe Perſons as Witneſſes againſt Athanaſius, Vid. 
Montfauc. in Vit, Athanaſ. An. 335. $. 27. 


88 be 4, 8 
1 < * 
* * 


to 10 Confantinople, did not lay the whole Matter before 
the Emperor, nor enter into thoſe particulars which 
had been the main Subject of their Debates in the 
Eouncil, but dropping all that had been ſaid. of the 
broken Cup and Table and the Murder of Arſenius, 


had recourſe to another kind of Accuſation of a Civil 
Nature, and which tauch'd the Emperor Revenue, 


viz. that be had threatned to probibit the annual Tri- 
bute of Corn, &c. To this Mr. Chandler, in his 
Anſwer, makes no Reply, except this he call'd 
one :—1 do not bowever deny, what Socrates ſays, 
that his being farther accuſed with threatning to Sequeſt- 

er the imperial Revenues, might add to the Emperor's 
reſentment. Y But is this what Socrates ſays, or Mr, 
Chandler ? Let the Reader ſee and judge, where 
Truth and Honeſty are now. 

But though he has nothing to ſay to Theoderit and 
| Socrates, ſupported, as they are, by the Alexandrian 
Council, yet he thinks it enough to ſet againſt them 
a later Hiſtorian than both and one of inferior A- 


bilities; —_— Sozomen (i), from whom he ſtates 
the 


7 


() Anſwer, p. 43. e. 
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95 Waker thus. 7. boſe who were f Euſeblus's 
Party went to the Emperor, and aſſerted that" the Sy- 
nod f Tyre had done juſtly in their Sentence "againſt 
Athanaſius ; and produc d Thedgnius, Maris, 
Theodorus, Valens and Urſatius 45 witneſſes that 
Athanaſius had broken the ſacred Cup; and reproach- 
ing bim (as the Orthodox Hiftorian calls it) "with 
many other things, they prevai®d by their 3 4 
Upon which the Emperor, uber ber he believ'd the truth 
of theſe things, or at leaſt thought that the Biſhops 
would, agree if Athanaſius was baniſh'd, commanded 
bim to depart unto Treves in France. 

If this Affair were rightly repreſented by . 
nen, we might yet reaſonably object to the Evi- 
dence, what has been mention'd before, that the 
two laſt of them were errant Knaves by their own 
confeſſion, and therefore 1 it may be well preſumed 
of the reſt. that they were either Partners in their 
Guilt, or at leaſt impoſed upon by their Fraud and 
Artifice. But to wave that conſideration at preſent; 
(wbich yet to be ſute is not without its Weigh) 
i ſeems to me that Mr, Chandler, in this Matter, 
is guilty of the like miſtake to that 1 have ſhewn 
before, in relation to the Baniſhment of Euſebius 
and Theognis, viz. that he chuſes to follow an Hi- 
ſtorian, who has indiſtinctly confounded the Facts 
that occur d at different Times, inſtead of cortect- 
ing him, as he ought, by the other Hiſtorians. It 

rſt of all remarkable that the Perſons whom he 
names as witneſſes, are Five of the Six Biſhops Who 
were ſent in the * to Egypt. And of them 
it 


TE 


| concerning the Depoſition of Athanaſius ? I ſuppoſe 


7. Jr: 
it is affirm'd by Theodorit(k), that they ſent from 
thence a Letter to the Emperor, loading Athanaſius 
with exploded Calumnies, as if they had been true 
Accuſations. This thereſore being done before, 
and the Council having mention'd the ſame Perſons, 
in their Letter from Tyre (), as Witneſſes in the- Aſ 
fair of the broken Cup, it was an eaſy miſtake in 
Soromen, to repreſent them, when deputed to ap- 
pear at Conſtantinople (n), as opening then the 
. Grounds of this Accuſation, and doing that in Per- 
ſon which they had already done by Letter from 
© Egypt. But that the Fact was otherwiſe, we ſee the 
other Hiſtorians, and the Council of Alexandria, are 
_ expreſs ; and by their united Conſent the later and 
the leſs judicious Hiſtorian ang; to ſtand correct. 
ed. 

But what if we ſhould give this up to Sozomen, 
that they now gave the Emperor a freſh Account of 
- theſe things? How is it collected from all this, that 
the Emperor confirm'd the Sentence of the Council 


oa, 0. ka wi, jo a@#S- 


it will be ſaid, becauſe he preſently order'd him in- 
to Baniſhment : But might he not do that without 
any Regard to the Sentence of the Council? We 
have ſeen two of the Hiſtorians affirming, after the 
Egyptian 


. 


( 'Er 7ew7y [ xt, viz. Mareotes in Egypt] 7 Jah 
deres, x; Tia iel NN avlecly x; 74's yupre 
Seas ourooarTias ws dA Ag gude, vary oelas, PK 
ice Caome. Theod. H. E. I. 1. c. 30. in fine. 
(1) Sozom, lib. 2. cap. 25. p. 482. 

() Vid. Socrat. lib. 1. cap. 35. 


51% 


Arrpliat Biſhops; that the Emiperor* s Sentence was 

grounded on an Accuſation of quite another Nature: 
| and fince Sozomen allows that they reproached bim 
with other Crimes, it might be for one of thoſe that 
he was order'd into Baniſhment, and ſo fat the 
Hiſtorians may be reconciled together, and the 
Accuſation of detaining the Cotn might be the only 
„done which found Credit with the Emperor. Nay 
. goz amen makes it doubtful aſter all whether he be- 
| lieved any of them; and then where is the great 
, WH Inprobability which our Author“ objects to the re- 
7 port of the younger Conftaitine (, within whoſe 
juriſdiction the Patriarch had ſpenc the time of his 
| Baniſhment, that this Sentence of the Emperor Was 
meant to provide for Athanaſius's Safety, by ſend- 
ing him out of the way of his enraged Enemies 4 
f However ſince the other two Hiſtorians, with the 
t Alezandrian Council, and Athanaſius himſelf do 
1 ſpeak as if the Emperor was induced to give Credit 
: to this Accuſation, let that be admitted as the more 
q probable Reaſon of his Baniſhment, But what hag 
t this to do with the Sentence of the Council of Tyre, 
ev hich had proceeded upon other Matters? And if 

1 | the 


* Anſwer, p. 43. | 
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P 203. 
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the younger Conſtantine did not ſee the whth 
Ground of Athanafius's Baniſhment, yet he could 
ſcarce have imputed it to his Father's Care and 
Tenderneſs, if a more favourable Opinion of him 
in the general had not led him to it. Accord- 
ingly he adds that his Father deſign'd to have 
reſtored him, and Theodorit (I) informs us that he 
gave orders to that purpoſe on his Death-bed, not- 
withſtanding Euſebius was by, and vehemently diſ- 
ſuaded from it. All which is greatly countenanC'd 
by this plain Fact, that the See of Alexandria was 
keptvacant, and no Succeſſor ordain'd in his Room. 
It was much otherwiſe when he was baniſhed after- 
wards in the Reign of Conſtantius (m). There was 
Piſtus, and Gregory and George; ſeverally made 
Biſhops of Alexandria, and no doubt but Euſebius 
of Nicomedia would have been glad at this time to 
have the See fill'd with another, if Conſtantine could 
have been perſuaded to it: Who on the contrary 
reſtrain'd the Euſebians, not without Threats and 
Menaces (), from ſending aBiſhop for that purpoſe; 
which yet, as Pope Julius (o) obſerves, ought to 
have been done, if Athanaſius had been convicted. 


But 


D EAN Y *AneZarJemay imartan er F piyer TerotTaH» 
Fer *ASardotor, x} rer Evert ie wacivlos x} Tavas]ia ad- 
Dew emyeps!]G, Theod. I. 1. e. 32. 
 (m) See Hiftorice/ ae the Trinitarian Controverſy, p 
208, 200, 220. 

(2) Athanaſ. Hiſt. Arianorum ad Monachos, 5. 50. p. 375+ 


WY Apaliion. Apol. 5. 9. * Ed. Bened. 
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But we are told *, it is as evident as Hiſtory 


tan make it, that Conſtantine believ'd the Accuſations 


againſt Athanaſius to be true, becauſe when the 
Feople of Alexandria cryed out, and beſought God 
in their Prayers for the return of Athanaſius, and 
the great Monk Antony uſed preſſing Inſtances with 
the Emperor in his Behalf, the Emperor was not to 
be perſuaded, but wrote to the Alexandrians, charg- 


ing them with Madneſs, and commanding the Cler- 


gy and Nuns to be quiet, declaring that he could _ 
not change the Sentence, nor recall Athanaſius, as be- 
ing a ſeditious Perſon, and condemn'd by eccleſiaſtical 
Judgment (p): And alſo to Antony, that be could not 
overlook the Decree of the Synod ; for tho" a few (ſays 
he) might paſs Judgment thro* Hatred or Affection, 
yet it is not probable ſo great a Number of famous and 
good Biſhops ſhould be of the ſame Mind ; for that 
Athanaſius was an injurious and inſolent Man, and 
the Cauſe of Diſcord and Sedition (q). But to this it 
may be anſwer*d, but that as Conſtantine was a 
Prince of great good Nature, he was too eaſy to 
be influenc'd in his Opinions of Men, by thoſe who _ 
7-7. WE 4, 


1 Anſwer, P- 41. 
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1 _ Honour of ax at ki Cone: of? 
ku appears not always conſtant co his own Judg- 
2 and in this Caſe particularly Sozome (!), 
Kharges it on ſome of the adverſe Party then about 

the Court, that they choſe to ſuggeſt the Accuſation 
of Diſcord and Sedition, becauſe the Emperor was 
N. moſt remarkably ayerſe to Perſons of that Cha- 
> rafter. But here is ſil] no Intimation that he en- 
ter'd into any particular Charges that were brought 

* againſt him at the Council, but only in general, 
A. that he look'd upon him as a troubleſome Man, 
and fince the Council had condemn'd him, he 
would not be prevail'd with, at that Time, to con- 

8 ſent to his Reſtoration, And indeed when he had 
PD been firſt brought to an Opinion that Athanaſius 
had form'd a Belge to ſtop the Tribute of Corn, 
there can be little Wonder if his Enemies ſhould 
improve that Opportunity, and draw the Empe- 
ror by Degrees to entertain a worſe Opinion of him 
Y in other Reſpects, and if not to think the Accuſa: 
tions brought againſt him clear, at leaſt to pay ſo 
much Deference to the Council, as not to declare 
the contrary : tho? at the ſame time he was ſevere 
upon his Accuſers the Mzlitians, as diſturbers of the 
Peace, which was a Crime he hated ahove all 


others. Add to Why: that as the Conduct of Princes 
3 | is 
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59 6 "ti 
is often influenc d 1 2 ſecret Views and Pu 
ſo the Emperor might have Reaſons of State for 
refuſing, at that Time, to reſtore Athanaſius, 
which were not proper to be given to the common 
People of Alexandria, nor to a Perſon of A 
zony's Severity. Upon the whole, here is not bet- 
ter Evidence that he thought amiſs at that Time of 
Athanafi aus, in ſome Reſpect, than we had before, 
that at other Times he thought him innocent in 
the main, and invidiouſly accuſed by the Malice 
of his Enemies. So that this Inſtance in which Mr. 
Chandler places his great 'Strength, is manifeſtly 
ſhort of his Purpoſe, and only ſerves to give 4 
farther Proof of what we have ſeen already in 
ſome other caſes, how apt he is to e out 
a 1 before the ele 


It was affirm'd by this Author (e), that they” 
who who were ſaid to accuſe Athanaſius of threat- 
ning to ſtop the Tribute of Corn from Alexandria, 
were ſuch as Socrates intimates were worthy of Cre- 


dit (f). Jobjected, that the Credit be aſcribes to 


them could be no other, than what their Office and 
Station might give them with unthinking People (g). 
and not any thing due to their Veracity, becauſe 
the Hiſtorian ſays immediately, that by this Means 

the 


(6) IntroduGtion, p. 24. 
(f) 'Annd Þ loxyes Jia Tray & duc Utthe 
68. J. Socrat. I. 1. c. 55. 


() Remarks, p. 59s 60. 
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the E mperor Was ee or carried away. Mr, 


Chandler (h) now excepts that this iran/ation of 


mine and the latin Interpreter is faulty, there be- 
ing no intimation of this Kind in the Hiſtori- 


an. Why truly, that ſame latin Interpreter be- 
ing no other than Valeſius, I ſuppole every 


Body will allow he underſtood his Author at 
leaſt as well as Mr. Chandler; who by the Spe- 


cimen he has given of his Skill in Greek, does by 


no Means appear to be above the Help of a Tranſ- 
lation; and I am apt to think Valeſius choſe the 


Word Circumventus, becauſe it anſwer'd to another 


in Theodorit (i), who, in repreſenting the ſame 
Matter, uſes the Word ganar13«;, that the Em- 
peror was deceiv d by the Accuſations of theſe Bi- 
ſhops, where the /atin Tranſlation again is Circum- 
ventus. Nay, and from another Paſſage in So- 
crates, where he is repreſenting Pope Fulius's opi- 


nion of the Council of Tyre, one would gueſs that 


the Word owegweys; muſt, in his Uſe of it, car- 
ry ſome Senſe of Fraud or Impoſition (HD. And it 


is a Word of very near Affinity, which Conſtantine 


himſelf makes uſe of, when he ſpeaks of his being 
deceived or impoſed on by the ſame Euſebius in 
of 


( " Anſwer, p. 44. 
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L 61 ] 
another ue 0 Mr. Chandler ſhould never talk 
of ſtill in criticks, when *tis evident how lightly he 
has ſkim'd over his Authors, without obſerving 
their Diction or uſual Forms of Speech. How- 
ever leſt the Word circumventus ſhould not be 
thought fully to expreſs the Word owapweyes, 
therefore I added another Word to it — or carried 
away. What ſays, Mr. Chandler to this? Why ; 
he does not like this neither, but would have it 
tranſlated hurried away. Well; let him have his 
Choice: the Emperor's being overſeen is rather 
more ſtrongly expreſs'd by a hurry than a gentle 
carriage. But it ſeems I am blamed for not taking 
in the Words that follow g &s Yup» d&xSF8s, and 
was moved to Anger. Indeed ] left them out be. 
cauſe I thought them not material to the Argument, 
If the Emperor was firſt deceiv'd, and brought 
to believe the Accuſation, he might well be moved 
to Anger. But I gueſs Mr. Chandler's Meaning is, 
though he ſpeaks it very darkly, that the Word 
oviegweyes refers to Yui as well 4x98, that 
he was hurried away to Anger, and moved to Anger 
too, But I would leave it to the Judgment of any | 
School Boy that has read Greek for a Year, whe- 
ther the order, in which the Words are placed, does 
not prove this conſtruction to be forced and unna- 
tural : Ti zd owagwayes 5 Caoinets 2 os Super dx» 
dec. But to ſhew that Socrates himſelf gave no 
Credit to theſe Accuſers, I have this farther Ar- 
9 


(1) —'frre? & U nc 4, G. al rel der. ber 
T40s 'Theod. Hiſt, Ecel. I. 1. c. 20. p-. 50. 


— 
hen, that hs calls their Calumny or Accus 
by the Name of Juan Which is a Word rarely 
if ever uſed in a good Senſe, eſpecially among Cbri. 
ian Writers, who have appropriated the Maſculine 


Word of the ſame derivation to denote the Devil or | 


great Accuſer of the Brethren. But it ought to 
be remember*'d, that when Socrates mentions four 
Egyptian Biſhops as. produced by Enjebins to ſup- 
port this charge, he ſeems to have been deceiv'd 
by an Ambiguity in the Epiſtle of the Council of 
Alexandria: Whereas thoſe Biſhops were preſent as 
the Friends of Athanaſi 54s, and are appeal'd to by 
the Council, as Witneſſes that the Indictment Was 
changed (n). 


To the Aceufation brought againſt Athanaſius, 


as if he hadrob'd the Poor of Alexandria of the 
Dole of Corn given by Conſtantive, 1 replied in this 


Manner: yes 3 he was accuſed *, and what then? 


ſo was our bleſſed Saviour accuſed 0 of Blaſphemy and 
| Treaſon, Upon which Mr, Chandler (o) very ſmart- 
ly aſks me, Would you intimate hereby, that be wa 
as Innocent of the Crimes charged on him as Chriſt was? 
Why truly, I do not mean to make a ſtrict compa- 
riſon of him, or any other Mortal, with our bleſſed 
Saviour: but this I would be underſtood to. inti. 
mate, that Accuſation by itfelf is not an Evi- 


dence of Guilt, I had urged withal from Socrates, * 
that 


{m) See above, p. 50. Vid. & 88 loc. citat᷑. 
- ® Remarks, p. 6m. 
(9) Anſwer, p- 4Fe 
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that the Egyptian Biſhops wrote to Pope Fulius to 
aſſure him that the Things charged on Athanaſitis 
were falſe. This was the ſame Synodical Epiſtle 
of the Council of Alexandria, which is ſtill extant 
in Athanaſius, and wherein they argue againſt 
this Story of defrauding the Poor as utterly incredi- 


ble, becauſe it came from the Authors of ſo. many 


other Calumnies, —becauſe the Accuſers wanted to 
get this Corn from the Church, that they might 
give it to the Arians, and becauſe the Poor them 
ſelves made no Complaint of ſuch Embezzlement, 


but receiv'd the ſame Benevolence as uſual, whilſt 


Athanaſius had nothing but his Labour for his 
Pains. So that this is not meerly Athanaſins's 
Aſſertion in his own Cauſe (though that in a Fact 
of ſuch a publick Nature, and then fo freſh in 
Memory, could not be inconſiderable) but it is 
the Teſtimony of a Council of about an Hundred 
Biſhops afſembled on the Spot, who could not be 
deceiv'd in a Matter of this Nature, nor can rea- 
ſonably be ſuſpected to have combined in a De- 
ſign to conceal or countenance | a Crime of this 


enormous Size. 


But Mr. Chandler * obſerves, that the council o 
Antioch, which conſiſted at leaſt of ninety Biſhops, 


ſent alſo letters of a quite contrary ſtrain. Of a 


contrary ſtrain they were, becauſe they accuſed 
Athanaſius : But it does not appear that they 
K | ſaid 


— 


(4) Epiſt. Synod. Alex. 98 Athanaſ. Apol. contra Ari EY 


9.18. Vol. I. p. 138, 139. 


* Anſwer, p. 45. 


+. 


2 3.9 
ſaid any thing of the Corn, and if they did, it 
could not have the ſame Weight with the Teſti: 
mony of the Biſhops of Egypt, met at Alexandria, 
By the Anſwer of Pope Julius, it ſeems as if they 
dwelt-upon the old exploded Affair of the broken 
Cup, which was the only Calumny that ſtuck at 
Tyre (b). | | 

To this Pope, it ſeems, either Euſebius, or 
thoſe about him, had written againſt Athanaſi, 
and afterwards the Council of Antioch on the ſame 
Occaſion, He takes Notice in his Anſwer, that 
the two Letters did not agree, but contradicted 
one another in many Things. Their charging 
him with ſhewing Diſregard to their Synodical 
Decrees, he retorts by ſhewing that they were the 
Aggreſſors, in diſregarding a more venerable 
Council, that of Nice. Then as to the Matter 
charged on Athanaſius, beſides the Defence he 
made for himſelf, he obſerves that their living at 
a Diſtance made them leſs proper Witneſſes, than 
the Egyptian Biſhops who lived near, and had gi. 
ven Teſtimony in his Favour. He adds, that 4r- 
ſenius himſelf (who was falſely reported to be mur- 
der'd by him) bore Witneſs to the Partiality of 
the Proceedings about the broken Cup, and ſo did 
Alexander, Biſhop of The:ſſalonica (who had beer 
one of the Council of Tyre) and finally the Con- 
feſſion of Iſchyras himſelf, the Framer of the whole 
Story, together with the Allegation of many Pref: 

| by ten 
00) Socrat. 1. 2. c. 17. The Epiſtle itſelf (which Juli 
wrote in Behalf of the Council of Rome) is extant in Athanal 
Apol. contra Arianos, Vol. I. p. 146. Ed. Bened. 
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byters and Deacons of Egypt did abundantly evince 
the Falſehood of it. This was before Valens and 

Urſacius had made that Confeſſion of their Villany 
which is mention'd above: And yet from the Evi- 
dence as it then ſtood, Pope Fulius very ſtrongly 
argued, that the Council of Antioch, was moſt un- 
reaſonable to inſiſt on the Proceedings at Tyre, as 
any Proof of the Guilt of Athanaſius, He blamed 
at the ſame Time the Irregularity of their Ordain- 
ing Gregory to fill his See, and ſpeaks of ſeveral 
Complaints he had received, of the Irregularities, 


done by ſome of this Synod, in other Places. Up- 


on all Accounts the Oppoſition of the Council of 
Antioch, to the Name of Athanaſius, does not de- 
ſerve to be ſet in Competition with the Defence 
aid Atteſtations that were given in his Favour. 

It is acknowledg'd, that Conſtantius gave Cre- 
dit to the Accuſation of his defrauding the Poor 
of the Allowance of Corn: But the Opinion of 
Conſtantius will have little Weight, when it is 
conſider'd how much he was under the Influence 
of the Enemies of Athanaſius; and they. wha 
could contrive the Story of Arſenius, no doubt 
muſt be capable of any Wickedneſs. I had Rea- 
ſon however to inſiſt on the Judgment of the Ve- 
flern Biſhops in his Favour (a), declared firſt at 
Rome, and afterwards at Sardica, (the Sum of 
which is contain'd in the Epiſtle of Julius already 
mentioned) becauſe they were Perſons who could 
judge with leſs partiality and prejudice, Mr, Chandler 


K2 . 


(4) Remar ks, p. Gt, 


2 


[66 1 
Fr IPA 605 very briskly, Why with 7 partiality ? 
| T anſwer plainly, becauſe they were Men of cooler 
Heads, and had not been heated in perſonal Con- 
teſts with Athanaſius, as the Eaſtern Biſhops had 
been. And what he (c) obſerves from Socrates, 
that Pope Julius condemned the Council of A1. 
tioch, becauſe he was not call'd to it himſelf, is 
too crudely expreſs'd. Socrates (d) ſays he blam- 
- ed them for it, but not that he made it a Ground 
of Condemnation. And if our Author had turn- , 
ed to Valeſius's Notes, he might have ſeen it ob- 
ſerv'd, that there is no ſuch Thing in the Epiſtle 
itſelf, which is ſtill extant in Athanaſius. Mr. 
Lowth * indeed remarks upon this as an Error of 
Valeſius, and produces a Paſſage from the Epiſtle 
which looks ſomewhat like it, though I think it 
does not fully come up to the Account of Socrates. 


| However this could be no Ground to ſuſpect Ju- 


lius's Veracicy in a freſh Matter of Fact, and 
much leſs to ſuſpect the whole Council that con- 
curr'd with him, and leaſt of all to leſſen the 
Weight of thoſe Reaſons or Arguments they have 
left upon Record. 


It was Mr. Chandler's laſt Charge (e) on Atha- 
naſius, that he convened a ſynod, in which was firſt 


1 the divinity of the Holy Spirit, and his con- 
ſubſtaniiality 


(5) 4nfwer, p. 46. 

(e) Ibid. p 47. 

(4) Ut ſupra, +wipda]o, quod . dubio legendum 
Eviudarso. * Annot, ad loe. in Edit. Cant, 


le) {ntroaution, p. 37. 


0 —_ 
ſubſtantiality with the Father and Son. From hence 
. 1 took Occaſion to ſhew that that Docti ine was not 
k now firſt aſſerted, but had been all along receiv'd 
in the Church, though not /ynodically declar'd and 
explain'd, till the Oppoſition of Hereticks gave 
Ground for it (f). To this he ſays, he intended no 
more, than that it was here firſt ſynodically aſſerted, 
and ſtamp'd as the orthodox doctrine (g). It was 
ſtamp'd as orthodox Doctrine by being taught 
from the Beginning: And if Mr. Chandler allows 
this (as he has not thought fit to oppoſe what I 
have ſaid concerning it) he ſhould have expreſſed 
himſelf with more Caution, and not have given a 


f Handle to his Readers to look on it as new Doc- 

: trine obtruded on the Church, by the Activity and 

t Influence of Athanaſius. 

19 VII. 

lad charg'd Mr. Chandla- with a ſip in Chrontp. © 0 
ey (b), for repreſenting Theodofius to have ſummon'd' 


the Council of Conſtantinople to meet in the Year | 
383. He replies, you ſhould know, that learned + i 
. Men differ about it, and that I have the Liberty to | 
7 follow my own Judgment in this Affair (i). I do not 
pretend to know every thing I. ſhould : but I dare 
lay he will be puzled to name any learned Man, 
| who 


(f) Remarks, P- 62, 63. 
(8) Anſwer, p. 47. | x 
% Remarks, p. 64. (i) Anſwer, p. 48. 
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who does not place the calling of that Council i inthe 
Year 381. He may follow bis own Judgment with- 


' out doubt; and if he ſhould place it in the Year 


1733, I know no help for that: but I believe other 
People will be ſo wiſe as not to follow him. He 
ſill inſiſts, that this Council was compoſed of the 


Tools and Creatures of Theodofius, becauſe they 
met to confirm the Nicene Faith: But might they 


not do this from their own Judgment, as ; well as 
from the Emperor's? No Queſtion but they might 


and did. 


Our nnn farther repreſented this Council 


as adding to the Faith in the Article of the Holy 


Ghoſt (k), and giving Birth to new controverſies in 
the Article of Cbriſt's Incarnation, I ſhew'd his 
Miſrepreſentation of theſe Matters, under two re- 
marks: in which ſince he is pleaſed to think there 
is nothing worth his Notice (I), the Reader will per- 
ceive I am left in full poſſeſſion of them; and what- 
ever Air of Contempt he may affect to put on, 
I affure him I think them very well worth my 
keeping, as pointing out a juſt defence of that 
Council, in two very important Articles, 


VIIL 


He proceeds at laſt to Archbiſhop Laud; and 
though he raves upon this Head, with ſuch Heat 


and Vehemence, as ſeems to betray ſome diſorder of 
Mind, 


(8) 8 p. 97. 
(U Anſwer, p. 49 | 
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Mind, rather fit for the Care of a Phy ſician, then 
for ſerious Argument: yet for the ſake of other peo- 
ple, who have cooler Heads, I ſhall offer a few 
Words to blunt the Edge of his Invective, and ſhall 
then leave it (as I ſaid before) to other Hands, to 
chaſtiſe his Inſolence more fully upon this Article. 
1. He aſks, In what cauſe was he a Martyr (m)? 
I anſwer, he was a Martyr for our Eccleſiaſtical 
Eſtabliſhment, i. e. for Chriftianity,according to the 
pureſt and moſt perfect Model, in which it was 
profeſs'd any where: the Enemies of which, pro- 
voked by his Zeal and Conſtancy in the Support of 
it, were ſet againſt him with moſt implacable, re- 
jentleſs Malice, and perſecuted him even unto 
Death. The Injuſtice of his Sentence, for Facts 
which were not criminal, for Crimes which were 
not proved, for Facts which were either feign'd or 
diſguiſed to make him appear guilty, and which yet, 
after all the ſtretch of Craft and - Artifice, had no- 
thing of a Capital Nature in them, is a flagrant 
Proof that his Death was an Act of the moſt vio- 
lent Oppreſſion. The Illegality of the proceedings, 
by an Ordinance of both Houſes without the King, 
(who had no Power to paſs Sentence on the mean- - 
eſt Subject) the Want of Freedom in thoſe Houſes, 
if the Method had been legal: The Houſe of 
Lords not acting as a Court of Juſtice upon Im- 
peachment, and their Want of the executive Pow- 
er, if they had ſo acted: And above all their or- 
dering his Execution, in Defiance of the King's 
| Pardon, 


— 


(m) Anſwer, p. 49. 


Pardon, in whom alone the Right of Execution 


To of 


Uoes reſide, are invincible Arguments that his 


= Death was a moſt execrable Murder. And that 


which was the true Ground of ſuch implacable 


: and. reſtleſs Malice, viz. his Zeal and affectionate 


Attachment to the Church of Englarid, is a Proof 
of one Point farther, that his Death was Martyr- 
dom. So that he who can call it, after all this, the 


| Juſt Vengeance of the Parliament (n), muſt himſelf un- 


doubtedly be a Man of a perſecuting Spirit, what- 


ever Outcry or Bellowing he may make againſt 
much gentler Penalties from other Hands. But 
for a fuller Knowledge of this Matter, the Reader 


need only look into that Hiſtory of his Troubles and 
Tryal, which was publiſh'd by Mr. Mparton from 
the Archbiſhop's own Manuſcript: In which the 
Chriſtian Spirit of the Martyr does appear, and 
the Malice of his Perſecutors; the Juſtice of his 


_ Cauſe, and the Iniquity of their Proceedings. 


2. As to the charge of Popery, tho* Mr. Chandler 
allows him to ſtand clear in ſome Doctrinals (o), yet 


he inſiſts, that he was a Papiſt inthe worſt Senſe of that 
Mord, becauſe be avow'd and Pratiiſed the moſt in- 


famous and Curſed Part of Popery, viz. Perſecution. 


By which way of arguing, he might prove him to 
have been a Preſbyterian, or any thing elſe as well. 


For by Mr. Chandler's own Account, what he calls 


Perſecution has (whether Right or Wrong) been 
PFractiſed in ſome Degree by all Eſtabliſhments, ic. 


they 


(*) Introduction, p. 84. 
(% Anſwer, P. 51. 


ud to check the Joſuls of their Enemies, | A 
dhe Prebꝑreriom an particular have not only prac- 
„ned it, but hape even received it imo cheir Syſtems 

„ Religion. Fot In the larger Catechiſm df che 
C 


Weſtminſter Divines xpproved by the general Aſſam- 
bly of the Kirk of Scotland, Tolerating a falſe Religis 
bn is rank'd among the Sins forbidden in the ſecond 
Commandment. There have been ſome People 
have inflicted Penalties on Papifts:: and are they 
Js be reckon'd Fapiſts for that Reaſon ? Nay 
= KL ſhall we think, at this Rate, of Mr. Chandler 
| _ who Raves againſt what he calls Perſecuti- 
1 in the Spirit of Meeknes and MoDzraTiON 

ha doubt, if that can conſiſt with all the Bitter- 
neſs and Heat of an Inquiſitor.. 

But I muſt here have another Stroak at his Chro- 
nology. He ſays his Conference with Fiſber AF TER- 
WARDS proved he differ d from tbem in ſome Doc- 
itinals. Afterwards | After what? He had been 
ſpeaking. of him in the Station of ' Archbiſhop of 
Canterbury: But he muſt give me leave to tell him 
in his turn, that he ud know that Land had this 
Conference with Fi/her in May 1622, when he was 
% only Biſhop of St. David's, and that his diſeourſe up- 
on it was firſt Printed two Yeats: 2 before 
the Death of King James.“ : 

3. As to the Caſe of Leighton, our Author ſays he 
1 i far from Vindicating bis Conduct (o), though he 

ſhews a good Inclination to excuſe it. But a heavy 
* | Outcry 


* . F 


* Set Lace Dedication t King Charles h 
00 Anſwer, * 53˙ 
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> Datcry he WE a bout Cropping of Ears, and 1 
ge, Noſes, Mutilations and Blood. But what i 


+ <4 lh 


the Name of Wonder! was not this a legal Sen. 


- tence? or was it not legally executed? Was it not 


a Penalty of a Civil Nature, inflicted by a Tem. 


| Poral Court, and for a great Offence againſt - the 
State, viz. ſowing of ſedition? Was Laud the ſin. 


gle Judge that decreed it? or was he not one ofj 
Thirty that compoſed the Court of Star- chamber 


And is his entring it in his Diary any more a Proof 


of ſecret Pleaſure and Satisfaction, then the Entry 
of other Facts, upon which he might look with In. 
difference, or ſometimes with Diſlike ? We have 


lately had an Inſtance of this Sort of Puniſhment in 


Japbet Crook, alias Sir Peter Stranger. Did any 
body think the Cropping of his Ears was Perſecution 


for Righteouſneſs ſake? Therefore the Crime ought 


to be conſiderd, before the Penalty is blamed. 
4. The Character which Limborch gives of Laud, 


| has a double force, boch as 'tis argumentum ad bo. 
minem, and as it comes from one who differ'd from | 


Laud very greatly in ſome reſpects. Mr. Chandler 


Tees no Reaſon that, becauſe he tranſlated one of 


Limborch's (d) Books, therefore he ſhould agree with 


Bim in all his Charafters of Men. I am entirely of 


the ſame Mind ; But then I think, in Point of de- 
cency he might have ſpared to throw out his Invec- 
tives againſt a Perfon whom the Author he was in- 
troducing had ſo much in Admiration.' But Mr. 
Chandler, in r Abe 15 a to make al- 

lowance 


8 g * 


(9) Anſwer, P. 55. 


1 


lowance for Limborch,” as a Foreigner, 2 1 . 


not well acquainted with the Affairs of the Engliſh 
Hi air Hie muſt be little acquainted indeed, and + 
ry ill qualified to give any Character of Laud, if 
he did not underſtand the general grounds of that 
Animoſity, which make fo conſiderable a Part of 
the Hiſtory of that time. And from what was juſt DEE 


now ſaid of the conference with Fiſher, as well as o- 


ther inſtances which might be given, one may con- 
clude there are few learned Foreigners, who may 
be expected to write of Laud with leſs Exactneſs 
then Mr. Chandler. He ſuggeſts alſo that Laud's 
Arninianiſm might gain him the affection of Lin- 
borch : But this is more then Limborch gives him 
Reaſon to ſay. Was Limborch more attached ta 
Arminianiſm, then he was prejudiced againſt Church 
diſcipline ? Or does it appear after all how far Laud 
concur'd with the Remonſtrants ? He oppoled in- 
deed thoſe Heights of Calviniſm, to which many of 
the Divines of thoſe Times had ſcrew'd their Sy=. _. 
ſters: But his Prayer upon the Scaffold is a demon- 
ſtration, that he had not ſunk into thoſe Depths of. 
elagianiſm, in which ſome of the Followers of Ar- 
minus had outgone their Maſter. 

But at moſt it ſeems he thinks the whole Charac- 
ter (e) amounts io no more, than that Limborch bim- - 
elf was no Papiſt, and commended the Letters which 
Laud wrote to Voſſius. But does it indeed amount 
io nothing more? Does he not ſpeak of it as evident 
beyond all contradiction, that Laud was fully purg'd 
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